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ABSTRACT 
 
The release of several major evidence-based reports and reviews worldwide in the last 15 
years on teaching reading, have reported that one of the most effective ways to teach the 
necessary decoding skills for beginning readers is to include and teach phonological 
awareness and phonics in an explicit, direct and systematic manner.  To achieve this, 
researchers and educators have placed an emphasis on the key role that evidence-based 
professional development plays in providing teachers with the necessary knowledge, 
understandings and instructional skills to be able to teach these skills effectively to 
beginning readers. Professional development has three aims: to change teachers’ practices, 
to change their attitudes and beliefs, and to improve learning outcomes of students.  
This research examined the effect of a professional development model on Kindergarten, 
Pre-Primary and Year One teachers’ development of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional practices and changes to: their beliefs about reading instruction, their 
knowledge about early reading skills, specifically phonological awareness and phonics, and 
their attitudes toward reading instruction professional development over the course of one 
year.   
A research informed professional development model was chosen to provide the 
participants with multiple opportunities for coaching, modelling and feedback to promote 
development in their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices while teaching 
early reading. The participants’ attitudes towards reading instruction professional 
development were obtained both pre and post-test to determine their attitudes and analyse 
how these attitudes may have influenced their receptivity to the professional development 
and the degree to which they demonstrated development in their Let's Decode instructional 
practices.  
The teachers were provided with evidence-based professional development in reading 
instruction and the instruction centred tool for teaching systematic decoding, Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) which is based on the principles of Direct Instruction (Carnine, Silbert & 
Kameenui, 1990).   To determine the impact of the professional development on teachers’ 
Let’s Decode instruction, each teacher was observed five times during the year and 
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elements of their instruction were documented on an observational tool which included the 
three converging factors which impinge on cognitive learning as outlined by Engelmann and 
Carnine (1991) in their Theory of Instruction: analysis of behaviour, analysis of knowledge 
systems, and analysis of communications.   
The results indicated that the professional development model was effective as there was a 
significant development in the participants’ implementation of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) instructional practices in teaching phonological awareness and phonics over the 
course of one year. All of the participants confirmed that they would continue to use Let’s 
Decode in their future teaching of reading with nearly all of the participants commenting 
that their confidence had improved when teaching phonological awareness and phonics. 
While many of the participants’ scores improved on the Teacher Knowledge Survey, overall 
there was not a significant difference pre and post-test which is reflective of results from 
similar research studies.  Two thirds of the participants held a skills perspective to teaching 
reading both pre and post-test with no significant changes being reported, however, 
significant changes were reported pre and post-test for the participants’ views about their 
teaching of reading, attitudes towards professional development and professional 
development intentions 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Professional development plays a major role in improving teachers’ knowledge and 
understanding about current educational issues (Guskey, 2002a) and improving instruction 
in curriculum areas (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011).  The research reports that the most 
effective way of teaching early reading skills, specifically phonological awareness and 
phonics is through explicit, direct and systematic instruction (Department of Education and 
Science Training [DEST], 2005; National Reading Panel [NRP], 2000; Rose, 2006). 
Consequently, there has been a growing need and focus on providing evidence-based 
professional development for early childhood teachers in order to provide them with the 
necessary knowledge and understanding to be able to provide effective instruction to 
maximise their students’ reading achievements (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; DEST, 1998, 
2005; Department of Education and Training, 2006; National Early Literacy Panel [NELP], 
2009; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006).   
 
Recently there has been a focus on the changing role of early childhood teachers in 
Australia, with curriculum now being provided in the Australian Curriculum for students in 
the year before formal schooling.  This curriculum is referred to as the Foundation level and 
in Western Australia this refers to students in Pre-Primary. Prior to the Australian 
Curriculum, the year before formal schooling was considered to be predominantly a play 
based learning environment, and this has changed considerably with teachers now required 
to formally teach early literacy skills, specifically reading.  Prior to the introduction of the 
Australian English Curriculum, there has not been a uniform or prescribed approach for 
teaching reading in Australia or Western Australia.  The Foundation Year Achievement 
Standard for English in the Australian Curriculum stipulates that students should “read 
short, predictable texts with familiar vocabulary and supportive images, drawing on their 
developing knowledge of concepts about print and sound and letters. They identify the 
letters of the English alphabet and use the sounds represented by most letters” (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority [ACARA], English, 2013).  As a result of 
these changes some schools have embraced formal reading instruction in Kindergarten and 
Pre-Primary while others have made minimal changes.    
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The fact that the Australian Curriculum now requires teachers to formally teach precursory 
reading skills to students in the Foundation and Year 1 curriculum, may pose a problem for 
some teachers who may not have received formal training in reading instruction (including 
phonological awareness and phonics) during their pre-service education, due to several 
factors, including studying during the whole language era or a lack of focus being spent on 
the concepts of phonological awareness and phonics in their Language units. Teacher 
knowledge of phonological awareness and phonics as well as their beliefs about reading 
instruction play an integral role in the successful implementation of the English curriculum 
in the early years of schooling.   
 
Since the late 1970s in Australia the whole language approach to teaching reading, where 
the assumption is that learning to read is a natural process, was the adopted teaching 
approach (van Kraayenoord & Paris, 1994).  However, research has proven this pedagogy to 
be ineffective in teaching early precursory reading skills to children as it does not explicitly 
teach children systematic decoding skills which are necessary for beginning reading 
(Education and Health Standing Committee, 2012).  Despite this, Donnelly (2012) reported 
in the media that many universities and schools are still adopting a whole language 
approach to teaching reading.  A move towards a phonics or skills based approach to 
teaching reading occurred in the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia since 
2000 mainly as a result of the recommendations from the American NRP (NRP, 2000) and 
other influential international reports on reading internationally and in Australia which 
report that the most effective approach to teaching children to read is through systematic 
decoding, explicit and direct instruction in the teaching of phonics (DEST, 2005; NELP, 2008; 
NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006). However, a book published in 2008 titled, The Literacy Wars: Why 
teaching children to read and write is a battleground in Australia (Snyder, 2008) was 
reflective of the controversies and media scrutiny still regarding the teaching of reading and 
literacy in Australia prior to this point.  Throughout her book Snyder comments on the 
media spotlight on literacy in Australia and the role that media and politics have played in 
contributing to the public’s lack of confidence in teachers teaching literacy and the continual 
debate about the best instructional approach to teaching literacy and reading.  
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More recently in Australia there has been a move towards a more balanced approach to 
teaching literacy.  This approach to reading instruction “includes the skills of code breaking, 
meaning making, text use and text analysis” (Tompkins, Campbell & Green, 2012, p.16) 
where the debate is no longer about polarizing a whole language approach with a 
phonics/code-based approach to teaching literacy and reading.  The present study does not 
investigate or provide commentary on the balanced view of reading and literacy instruction 
as the focus is purely on teachers’ instructional practices when teaching systematic 
decoding in phonological awareness and phonics.   
 
The present study focuses on teachers’ instructional practices when teaching systematic 
decoding through the use of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993).  Influential reports on literacy 
instruction have emphasized research as the only defensible basis for making decisions 
about how to teach reading (Lyon & Weiser, 2009; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006). Consequently, 
the dominance of terms such as ‘evidence-based’ and ‘explicit, systematic instruction’ to 
describe effective reading instruction have placed early childhood teachers under pressure 
to not only teach beginning reading, but do so in a specified way.  
 
It is these teachers and their beliefs, knowledge, understanding and instruction that are the 
focus of this study.  In particular the focus is on whether professional development based 
on evidence- based research, which emphasizes phonological awareness and systematic 
decoding instruction, can not only influence the way early childhood teachers provide 
reading instruction, but also their own beliefs about reading instruction and their 
knowledge of teaching precursory reading skills.      
 
1.1       Context of the study   
 
Since 2001 there have been three significant changes to Pre-Primary in Western Australia 
including: the change of starting age (resulting in an older cohort than previously), 
compulsory Pre-Primary as of 2013, and the inclusion of the Foundation level in the 
Australian Curriculum. With the inclusion of the Foundation level in the Australian 
Curriculum and the emphasis on early precursory reading skills included in the English 
20 
 
curriculum many Pre-Primary and Year 1 teachers may be faced with teaching skills 
explicitly, such as blending and segmenting, for the first time.   
 
Despite the findings of reading research internationally (NELP, 2008; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006) 
and in Australia (DEST, 1998, 2005), Donnelly (2012) was reported in the Western Australia 
media claiming that it would seem that there are still teachers and schools in Australia who 
are not implementing the findings and recommendations in their teaching of reading, and 
this is considered by some to be a large factor in why declining literacy levels are being 
reported in Australia. 
 
An example of this is Australia’s poor performance in the 2011 Progress in International 
Reading Literacy Study [PIRLS] which was conducted with 325,000 students worldwide 
(Thomson, Hillman, Wernert, Schmid, Buckley & Munene, 2012).  In the PIRLS study, 
Australia placed 27th out of 48 countries tested with the ten highest performing countries 
being; Hong Kong, Russia, Finland, Singapore, Northern Ireland, the USA, Denmark and 
Croatia and Chinese Taipei.  England was ranked 11th and Canada was ranked 12th (Thomson 
et al., 2012).   
 
In 2011, the Education and Health Standing Committee in Western Australia tabled a 
preliminary report in the Legislative Assembly for an inquiry to focus on improving the 
educational outcomes for students in Western Australia based on findings from research 
and similar contexts across Australia (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2011).  In 
the initial report, John Fleming, current Deputy Principal at Haileybury College in Victoria, is 
recognised for developing an Explicit Teaching Model and his success in raising the literacy 
levels of students in schools in low socio-economic areas.  He attributes the success of the 
teaching approach to “intentionally teaching literacy via phonetics, and through taking a 
systematic, intentional approach to teaching” (Education and Health Standing Committee, 
2011, p.13).  In the same report Fleming states that teachers need to stop complaining and 
blaming other factors, such as lack of resources, class sizes or poverty, as reasons why 
children are not succeeding in literacy and numeracy.  He states that teachers need to look 
at their delivery of the curriculum and that intentional teaching is the answer to improving 
the educational outcomes for children in all Australian schools.   
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On the 15th of November, 2012, the final report from the Education and Health Standing 
Committee was tabled in the Legislative Assembly focussing on the health, attendance and 
the teaching of reading in Western Australia with regards to improving educational 
outcomes for all students. With regards to the teaching of reading, the report highlighted 
the need for teachers to teach systematic phonics in a balanced literacy program and the 
fact that significant and research-based reports from the United Kingdom and the United 
States have repeatedly reported on the pedagogical effectiveness and success of this 
approach to teaching reading (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2012, p.8).  The 
report also included several comments on the current pedagogical culture of many schools 
currently in Western Australia still favouring a whole language approach to teaching 
reading.  The report stated that this bias towards the whole language approach to teaching 
reading may be due to teachers’ lack of knowledge and understanding of language and 
phonics (Education and Health Standing Committee, 2012). The extent of teacher 
knowledge in the component skills of phonological awareness and phonics are discussed in 
the literature review and investigated in the present study.   
 
The inquiry included recommendations and findings about improving reading instruction in 
Western Australia and several of the findings are at the core of the present study and 
support its relevance in the current Western Australian context.  A day after the final report 
from the Education and Health Standing Committee was tabled an article was published in 
The Western Australian newspaper with the emotive headline Schools fail students on 
teaching phonics (Hiatt, 2012a).  Hiatt reported some of the committee’s findings with 
regards to the importance of teaching phonics and the fact that a whole language approach 
to teaching reading still exists in some schools, despite international research conclusively 
reporting that it is not an effective pedagogy for teaching children to read.   
 
In the same article, Sharyn O‘Neill, the Director General of the Department of Education in 
Western Australia, suggested that teachers have ample access to many curriculum 
documents and resources which can assist them with teaching phonics as outlined in the 
Australian Curriculum (Hiatt, 2012a). However, the present study will highlight the fact that 
if teachers do not have the knowledge and understanding of phonics and phonological 
awareness, then they are less likely to teach phonics in a systematic, direct and explicit 
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manner even if they do have access to the relevant resources as suggested.  The extent to 
which teachers have responded to this directive is unknown at this stage, raising the 
question as to how reading is currently being taught in Western Australian early childhood 
classrooms.  
 
The Western Australian Education Department has made a range of resources available to 
teachers to assist them with the teaching of phonological awareness and phonics and many 
teachers in Western Australian schools are using the British resource, Letters and Sounds.  
The Letters and Sounds resource was developed by the Department for Education and Skills 
[DfES] in 2007 as a result of findings and recommendations from the Rose Report (Rose, 
2006).  Letters and Sounds provide a scope and sequence in which to teach the component 
skills of phonological awareness and phonic knowledge as well as instructional guidelines 
about teaching reading (DfES, 2007).   
 
The Western Australian Education Department provides a resource for teachers using 
Letters and Sounds (DfES, 2007) which reminds teachers that effective phonological 
awareness and phonics teaching in Pre-Primary should be “systematic, explicitly taught, 
practised in different contexts, purposeful, based on assessment of what children know and 
can do and highly motivating” (Western Australian Education Department, 2010, p. 12). 
Guidelines about how to teach phonological awareness and phonics are also provided in 
general terms that highlight the importance of modelling and “consistent and precise 
metalanguage, for example always using the same term when referring to alphabet letters 
(letter or grapheme) and sounds (sound or phoneme)” (Department of Education, Western 
Australia [DOEWA], p. 13). The document, titled Phonics and Phonological Awareness for 
Reading and Spelling, Pre-Primary and Year 1, provides steps for teachers to follow in a 
structured explicit teaching lesson.  Figure 1 provides the structured steps of an explicit 
teaching lesson as outlined by the Department of Education of Western Australia (2010, 
p.13). 
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Figure 1. Steps in a structured explicit teaching lesson 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
While certainly complying with the recommendations of the Teaching Reading: National 
Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy [NITL], (DEST, 2005), Letters and Sounds (DfES, 2007) 
does not provide the specific, explicit language of instruction to teach phonological 
awareness and phonics to young children.  Given teaching these precursory literacy 
concepts is new to many Pre-Primary teachers, providing a ‘teaching script’ is an integral 
part of the present study. Teachers will be given the explicit language of instruction and 
specific examples for teaching phonological awareness and phonics through the provision of 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), an instruction centred tool for teaching systematic 
decoding skills.  
 
As evidence over the last decade has accumulated to support the place of early, systematic 
instruction in phonological awareness and phonics, professional development that is based 
on these same empirical findings has become a renewed focus for early childhood education 
in Australia and Internationally (DEST, 1998, 2005; Education and Health Standing 
Committee, 2012; Moats, 2009b). Consequently, planning for literacy improvement, 
providing professional development and supporting teachers in their instruction has also 
changed. Teachers now seek out evidence-based practice and it is hard to find a newly 
published reading resource without some combination of the words, explicit, systematic, 
phonics and teaching reading on the front cover. Rose (2006), the author of one of the most 
influential reviews of evidence-based reading instruction notes:  
It is no surprise to find that the main ingredients for success in the teaching of 
beginner readers are: a well trained teaching force; well designed, systematic 
programmes of work that are implemented thoroughly; incisive assessment of 
teaching and learning, and strong, supportive leadership (p. 2). 
1. Introduce the concept and/or skill to be learnt within a meaningful context. 
2. Explain the purpose and outcome. 
3. Focusing in: Review and practise previously learnt related concepts/skills. 
4. Explicitly teach the concept/skill. 
5. Practise the concept/skill. 
6. Apply and practise the concept/skill in a wider context. 
7. Assess how well children met the outcome. 
8. Development: Practise and extend the concept/skill across the curriculum. 
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Given the number of research studies that demonstrate links between: teacher knowledge 
and understanding of phonological awareness and phonics, effective methods of phonics 
instruction and how these variables impact student outcomes (Bos et al., 2001; McCutchen 
et al., 2002), the support that teachers will receive in this study is another critical 
component that extends beyond attending the professional development of Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993).  A professional development theoretical model developed by Ramey and 
Ramey (2008) referred to as ‘KAIS’ which stands for Knowledge Application Information 
Systems has been chosen as the theoretical framework for planning, presenting and 
implementing the professional development. The Formative Assessment Model discussed 
by Hamre, LoCasale-Crouch and Pianta (2008) was chosen as the practical framework for the 
on-going cycle of professional development that occurred throughout the year.  Coaching 
and mentoring as well as classroom observations and continual feedback are at the core of 
this professional development model. Grace et al. (2008) highlight the importance of 
teachers being provided with professional development that promotes sustainable changes 
in teachers’ instruction in teaching reading by stating that “there is a need for research-
based evidence about how to design professional development programs and activities so 
that changes in teachers’ instructional practices are evident and enduring”(p.54). 
 
Acknowledging the challenge of evaluating the efficacy of a professional development 
experience, Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) raised questions about how researchers could 
measure the effects of professional development and how it impacts and changes teachers’ 
instruction.  This study measures the effect of a professional development model on early 
childhood teachers through observing and recording changes in teachers’ instructional 
approaches using an observational tool, over the course of the year and five classroom 
observations.   
 
The sheer volume of reading reports, initiatives and policies about teaching reading during 
the last 25 years highlights the importance of reading for all students and the impact that it 
has on all of their schooling achievements (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; Stein & 
Kinder, 2004).  A person’s ability to read can affect every area of their life, even the most 
basic social interactions (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; Education and Health Standing 
Committee, 2012; Podhajski, Mather, Nathan & Sammons, 2009).  Given this, it is imperative 
25 
 
that children develop the foundations of reading in the early years of schooling (Carnine, 
Silbert & Kameenui, 1997; DEST, 1998; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; NELP, 2008; Press 
& Hayes, 2000; Torgesen, 1998) as research consistently shows that when students struggle 
with learning to read at the start of their schooling they will find reading very difficult from 
thereafter (Bos, Mather, Dickson, Podhajski & Chard, 2001; Podhajski et al., 2009; Torgesen, 
1998). Put simply, while effective early reading instruction is clearly critical, ensuring this 
occurs in schools can be difficult due to one or a combination of many factors including:  
school infrastructures and administration, teachers’ attitudes, beliefs and knowledge about 
reading instruction, ineffective professional development, poor receptivity to professional 
development in reading instruction (Guskey, 2002a), and insufficient preparation of pre-
service teachers at universities (Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen, 2012).   
 
1.2 Development of the study 
 
The premise for this study is based on the writer’s experience as a research assistant in a 
similar study in 2010 which monitored Kindergarten to Year 2 teachers’ implementation of 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), an approach to phonological awareness and systematic 
decoding instruction.  Teachers in five primary schools attended a two day workshop on 
Let’s Decode and then received coaching from the expert to support a trial of the approach 
in their classrooms over the course of one year.  During the workshop one of the Pre-
Primary teachers commented upon seeing the Let’s Decode formats for teaching letter 
sounds and the strategy of decoding modelled by the expert for the first time, “that is not 
the way I do it, but your words are much better”.  It was this comment that drew attention 
to the importance of providing early childhood educators with the precise language to use, 
particularly when another teacher said, “I have been teaching for 25 years and this is all new 
to me. You are going to have to show me exactly how to teach these skills if you want me to 
be any good at it”.   
 
As part of the research study in 2010, an observational tool was developed to measure 
teacher changes in instruction (Hammond, 2010) and changes were documented on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric during each of the four classroom observations across four 
terms of a school year.  While the teachers demonstrated improvement in all aspects of 
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implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), a discrete aspect of reading instruction, it 
was observed that changes to teachers’ practices in spelling, writing and broader elements 
of reading, had also occurred as well as improvements in their knowledge and 
understanding of phonological awareness and phonics.    
 
1.3 Purpose of the study 
 
The impetus for the research was due to the increased focus and expectations for Pre-
Primary teachers with regards to teaching reading in the Foundation level of the Australian 
English Curriculum. The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of an evidence-
based professional development model on early childhood teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and 
instruction with regards to teaching beginning reading skills, specifically phonological 
awareness and phonics.   The research methodology of the present study permits the 
examination of the effect of the professional development experience, including a one day 
workshop on Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and literacy coaching during the course of five 
observations in one year.      
 
The present study contributes to similar research conducted in the field of reading 
instruction by: reporting on the effects of an evidence-based professional development 
model on the development of teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
practices in teaching phonological awareness and phonics, changes in their knowledge and 
understanding of these skills,  teachers’ attitudes towards reading instruction professional 
development and their receptivity to the professional development, and teachers’ 
theoretical beliefs about reading instruction.  This research is unique in that it focuses on 
promoting development in teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices 
while teaching precursory reading skills based on principles from Engelmann and Carnine’s 
Theory of Instruction (1991). The professional development, instructional formats provided 
in Let’s Decode and the observational tool were all based on the principles of the Theory of 
Instruction and pedagogical principles of Direct Instruction (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 
1990; Carnine, Silbert, Kameenui, Tarver & Jungjohann, 2006) ensuring that the study was 
founded on evidence-based research.  
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This study is of particular relevance to teachers working in early childhood classrooms who 
are interested in Direct Instruction programs and Principals and administrators who need to 
provide support, time and resources for mentoring, coaching and evidence-based 
professional development for these changes to occur and be sustained. 
 
1.4 Research questions 
 
1.  What do teachers know (pre and post) about early reading precursory skills as 
 determined through a Teacher Knowledge Survey, and how does this change? 
2. What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and post), as determined 
 through DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey (1985), and how does 
 this change? 
3. How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices to 
teaching early reading  precursory skills, as measured through five classroom 
observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010), after professional 
development which included mentoring and coaching?  
4. What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction professional development 
 (pre and post) as determined through the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 2010) and how do 
 these beliefs change? 
5. What did the participants think about the professional development model, Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) and changes in their Let’s Decode instruction as 
determined through an informal exit interview? 
 
1.5 Definitions of terms used 
 
The following terms require a specific definition because they appear throughout the thesis: 
Direct Instruction, effective instruction, explicit instruction, ‘explicit, systematic phonics 
instruction’, phonological awareness, phoneme, phonemic awareness, phonics, professional 
development and Whole Language. 
 
Direct Instruction: Direct Instruction has two different meanings which require clarification 
for the purpose of this discussion.  The first definition of Direct Instruction (capital D and 
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capital I) refers to a theory of instruction, developed by Siegfried Engelmann and his 
colleagues during the late 1960s and 1970s from the University of Oregon, and a set of 
commercial materials and programs which provide teacher scripts (Engelmann & Carnine, 
1991; Salkind, 2008). Direct Instruction or ‘big DI’ (as it is sometimes called) refers to 
materials that are published by the Scientific Research Associates (SRA) such as Reading 
Mastery (Engelmann & Bruner, 1988). The commercial programs published by the SRA 
include completely scripted lessons. Direct Instruction programs are characterised by tightly 
scripted, face paced, linear and incremental content, requiring choral unison responses and 
specific teacher cues which signal to students when and how to respond to the teacher 
(Carnine, Silbert, Kameenui & Tarver, 2010).  
 
The second definition refers to a set of generic instructional behaviours which teachers 
follow when teaching and this is referred to as direct instruction (using lower-case letters) 
Salkind (2008).  A direct instruction approach to teaching involves the teacher setting clearly 
defined learning objectives and providing enough modelling, guided practice and 
independent practice with corrective feedback for students to achieve mastery of the 
specific learning objectives (Salkind, 2008).  A direct instruction lesson is characterised by 
the teacher’s use of model, lead, test which they signal by using the terms, ‘my turn, our 
turn, and your turn’ (Salkind, 2008).   
 
Effective instruction:  Effective instruction results in high levels of student achievement and 
the amount of content covered and mastered (Marchand-Martella, Slocum & Martella, 
2004).  Effective instruction refers to teacher behaviour and how they organise, deliver, 
communicate, check for understanding and provide systematic and corrective feedback to 
ensure maximum student achievement and multiple opportunities for success (Marchand-
Martella, Slocum & Martella, 2004; Rosenshine, 2012).  Rosenshine outlines 10 principles for 
effective instruction with practical classroom applications and comments that: 
The most effective teachers ensured that their students efficiently acquired, 
rehearsed and connected background knowledge by providing a good deal of 
instructional support. They provided this support by teaching new material in 
manageable amounts, modelling, guiding student practice, helping students when 
they made errors, and providing for sufficient practice and review (Rosenshine, 
2012, p.12).  
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Explicit instruction: Explicit instruction refers to an instructional approach where the 
teacher is explicit and unambiguous in their communication. Learning goals are clearly 
stated and content is taught in small sequential steps with teacher modelling,  guided 
practice and then independent student practice with teachers continually checking for 
understanding and providing corrective and systematic feedback before continuing with any 
further instruction (Archer & Hughes, 2011; Rosenshine, 1987).  Rosenshine, who uses the 
term ‘explicit teaching’, notes that “all teachers utilise some of these behaviours some of 
the time, but the most effective teachers use most of them almost all of the time” (p.34).  
While researchers may provide a different number of steps or elements in explicit 
instruction/explicit teaching, the elements are all underpinned by the same principles 
outlined by Rosenshine in 1987 which outlined six elements of explicit teaching.  Archer and 
Hughes (2011) expanded on the work of Rosenshine and Marchand-Martella, Slocum and 
Martella (2004) with 16 elements involved in explicit instruction.   
 
Explicit, systematic phonics instruction: In the last twenty years, the terms explicit and 
systematic phonics instruction have become synonymous with effective instruction.  
Mesmer and Griffith (2005, p.368) reported three features consistently reported in the 
research literature when referring to explicit, systematic phonics instruction: 
1. A curriculum with a specified, sequential set of phonics elements; 
2. Instruction that is direct, precise, and unambiguous; and 
3. Practice using phonics to read words.  
 
Phonological awareness:  Phonological awareness is an umbrella term used to include a set 
of sub-skills required for students to progress through before learning to decode words.  
Phonological awareness is defined as the ability to hear and distinguish the different sounds 
of speech, regardless of their meaning.  The sub-skills of phonological awareness progress 
from the concept of word, syllable, onset and rime, phonological blending and phoneme 
segmentation (Center, 2005; NELP, 2008; Yopp & Yopp, 2000). 
 
Phoneme:  A phoneme refers to the smallest units of sound in spoken words.  The spoken 
word sat has three distinct phonemes, /s/, /a/, /t/ (Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti & Lonigan, 
2008; Yopp & Yopp, 2000).   
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Phonemic awareness: Phonemic awareness refers to the specific ability to identify and 
manipulate individual sounds in spoken words. Phonemic awareness is where students can 
identify the smallest units of sounds in words, the phoneme (Center, 2005). This is not to be 
confused with phonics, which focuses on the relationship between letters and sounds in 
written words.  “An easy way of discriminating phonemic awareness activities from phonics 
activities is to ask the question, ‘Can students do the activity in the dark?  If they can, then it 
is a phonemic awareness activity; if they can’t, it is probably a phonics activity” (Stein & 
Kinder, 2004, p.103).   
 
Phonics: Mesmer and Griffith (2005) define phonics as “teaching learners the relationships 
between letters and sounds and how to use this system to recognise words” (p.366).  
Phonics is about the relationship between the symbol of the letter/s and the sounds that 
they make – it is a visual and aural/oral activity (Center, 2005; Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti & 
Lonigan, 2008).   
 
Professional development: The term professional development describes teachers in 
ongoing professional learning both individually and collectively.  It can be seen to 
incorporate both professional development activities and involvement in professional 
development communities.   “Professional development programs are systematic efforts to 
bring about change in the classroom practices of teachers, in their attitudes and beliefs, and 
in the learning outcomes of students” (Guskey, 2002a, p.381).   
 
Whole language: The Whole language approach to teaching reading is based on the 
constructivist belief that children can learn to read through the act of reading and 
interaction with a print rich environment.  A whole language approach to teaching reading is 
characterised by children deducing what words say and mean, rather than the application of 
a systematic approach to decoding words (Carnine et al., 2010).   
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2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
The literature review provides a framework for the present study beginning with a 
discussion of relevant research literature regarding early reading instruction, specifically in 
the teaching of phonological awareness and phonics to children in the early years of 
schooling. The following themes will be discussed: teaching reading historically, reading 
policies and reports from the United States, the United Kingdom and Australia, the 
Australian Curriculum, teacher knowledge, pre-service teacher education, reading 
instruction, Direct Instruction, phonological awareness and professional development.  
 
Three major reports will be referred to throughout the literature review as their findings 
and recommendations are at the core of the present study:  the NRP from the United States 
(NRP, 2000), the Australian NITL (DEST, 2005) and the Rose Report from the United Kingdom 
(Rose, 2006). 
 
2.1 Introduction  
  
The history of teaching reading has been complex and contentious amongst researchers and 
educators with many pedagogical shifts occurring since the early 1900s (Carnine et al., 2010; 
Chall, 1967; Flesch, 1955, 1981; Mathews, 1966).  At the heart of this academic and often 
political debate has been the polarisation of two distinct approaches to teaching reading- 
the ‘whole language approach’ and a code-based / decoding/ phonics approach (Shanahan, 
2002).  In the past the term ‘reading wars’ has been used to describe the polarisation of the 
two approaches to teaching reading and the debate has not only been between academics.  
Adams (1990) suggests that “the question of how best to teach reading may be the most 
politicised topic in the field of education” (p.13).  The ‘reading wars’ have been played out in 
the media and during various political campaigns which has led to public confusion and a 
lack of confidence in the way that reading is taught (Chall, 1967, 1983; Shanahan, 2002; 
Snyder, 2008).   
 
32 
 
Instructional approaches to teaching reading and the place of phonics have been the focus 
areas in reading research for the last fifty years (Adams, 1990; Chall, 1967; Matthews, 1996) 
with various policies being implemented and national inquiries being conducted with the 
purpose of improving teachers’ reading instruction, students’ reading abilities and literacy 
skills in general (DEST, 2005; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006). 
 
Although there is still some debate over the importance and role of phonics in a reading 
program, since the release of the US NRP report in 2000 there has been a move towards a 
more balanced view of teaching literacy and reading (Baumann, Hoffman, Moon & Duffy-
Hester, 1998; DEST, 2005; Moskal & Keneman, 2011; Pressley, 2006).  A balanced view of 
teaching literacy usually includes the explicit, systematic and direct teaching of phonics and 
phonological awareness, vocabulary, comprehension, writing and spelling, in isolation and 
also practising these skills in context within language rich environments (Baumann et al., 
1998; Centre, 2005; Tompkins, Campbell & Green, 2012).    
 
2.2 Teaching reading in the United States  
 
Prior to the 1940s the whole language approach to teaching reading was the preferred 
method for teaching children to read in America and literacy and reading levels of children 
were declining (Mathews, 1966). William S. Gray, cited by Matthews (1996) as the greatest 
reading expert of his time, suggested that a balanced reading program was necessary to 
improve the reading instruction and students’ reading levels in American schools.  Gray 
clearly stated that if the reading abilities of children were to improve, reading instruction 
needed to change to incorporate a more balanced reading program which included phonics.   
 
In 1955, Austrian born, American academic, Rudolph Flesch, published the book, Why 
Johnny Can’t Read, in America. Flesch’s book was addressed to the parents of American 
children and remained on the best seller list for over 30 weeks (Adams, 1990; Chall, 1967).  
The book became very influential and highly controversial as Flesch unequivocally and 
unashamedly blamed the whole language approach as used in America, for the reported 
reading difficulties of American students.  After the release of Flesch’s book there was 
growing public concern and alarm about with how reading was being taught in schools 
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(Mathews, 1966).  Flesch also claimed that there were no remedial reading classes or 
programs in Austria, Germany, France, Italy, Norway and Spain until these countries began 
teaching reading using the whole word/language approach. He advocated for a phonics 
based approach to teaching children to read and referred to research which he claimed had 
proven to be the most effective method of teaching reading. “In every single research study 
ever made, phonics was shown to be superior to the word method; conversely, there is not 
a single research study that shows the word method superior to phonics” (Flesch, 1955, 
p.60).   
 
In 1967 Jeanne Chall, published Learning to Read: The Great Debate, where she reported 
that children learn to read more effectively and efficiently through a decoding approach to 
teaching reading. Chall based her findings on extensive research which included visiting 
hundreds of schools over a period of three years, as well as interviewing reading specialists 
and teachers and analysing existing prior research (Chall, 1967).  Her commentary is still 
reflective of some of the research being published prior to the NRP (NRP, 2000).  
 What is the best way to teach a young child to read? No two people, it seems, agree 
 on an answer. For over a decade, almost every basic issue in beginning reading 
 instruction - how to begin, when to being, what instructional materials to use, how to 
 organise classes for instruction – has been debated with intense heat and 
 considerable rancor (Chall, 1967, p.1).  
 
Chall updated her book in 1983 and both editions are frequently cited in research on 
reading instruction (Adams, 1990).  Again, she reinforced her findings that systematic 
decoding instruction is the most effective instructional method of teaching children how to 
read, however she also cautioned against educators completely ignoring  the “reading-for-
meaning practice”, especially once the children have mastered decoding (Chall, 1983, 
p.309).   
 
In 1985, the Center for the Study of Reading (at the University of Illinois) prepared the 
report, Becoming a Nation of Readers which Pressley (2006) identified as one of the most 
important documents in the great debate surrounding reading instruction. Becoming a 
Nation of Readers included recommendations for including systematic decoding and phonics 
in beginning reading programs.  
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In 1990 Adams’ book, Beginning to Read: Thinking and Learning about Print, focused on 
evidence which supported systematic decoding instruction in beginning reading programs 
and recommendations and guidance on how to effectively and efficiently teach reading.    
The second edition of her book in 1994 reminds readers that it is not necessary for 
educators to continue to debate the phonics versus whole language approach as teachers 
can teach reading by including the systematic teaching of phonics first and then focus on 
students’ understanding of the words’ meanings.  Adams’ (1990) suggests that teachers: 
  Start at the bottom, with individual letter-sound correspondences and successively 
 work up through the higher-level skills.  Instruction is thus inherently staged in order 
 of complexity, and each new level of complexity is introduced only after all of its 
 component sub skills have been established (p.238).   
 
Despite the recommendations in Becoming a Nation of Readers and the release of Adams’ 
(1990) book a few years later the whole language approach to teaching reading was still 
dominant in American schools during the 1990s (Pressley, 2006). Pressley reflects that the 
whole language approach has been “a dominating force in contemporary elementary-level 
literacy instruction for more than a decade, perhaps diminishing since the turn of the 
century, but still a potent force...” (p. 42).   
 
In 1995 the Californian Department of Education formed a Reading Task Force to investigate 
the teaching of reading by early childhood teachers and reported in Every Child a Reader 
that “there is a crisis in California...a majority of California’s children cannot read at basic 
levels...The Task Force concluded that many language arts programs have shifted too far 
away from direct skills instruction” (Baumann et al., 1998, p. 638).  This report reflected the 
commentary from Flesch in Why Johnny Can’t Read (1955) published many years earlier.  
 
In 1997, the International Reading Association (IRA) released a position statement titled The 
Role of Phonics Instruction, which included discussion about phonics and the fact that its 
role in reading instruction had at times become as much of a political issue as an 
educational issue and that “teachers and schools have become the focus of unprecedented 
public scrutiny as the controversy over phonics is played out in the media...” (IRA, 1997, p. 
2). This sentiment had been expressed seven years earlier by Adams (1990) and 40 years 
earlier by Chall (1967).     
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As a result of declining literacy levels in the United States of America, the American 
Departments of Education and Health and Human Services approached the National 
Academy of Sciences “to establish a committee to examine the prevention of reading 
difficulties” (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998, p.1). As a result, the National Research Council 
[NRC] formed a committee with the specific task of reviewing the relevant research on 
reading and providing recommendations for teachers on how to best prevent reading 
difficulties in young children. The NRC published the findings and recommendations in 
Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998).  While the 
committee focused on the effectiveness of interventions for children with reading 
difficulties, the editors emphasise that the findings and recommendations can be applied to 
the teaching of all children and that effective instruction is the key to teaching children to 
read and preventing reading difficulties. The committee emphasised the importance of 
teachers using explicit instruction when teaching beginning reading, especially with regards 
to the skills of phonological awareness and phonics. Lastly, the committee reported that 
there are three main factors which can impede a child’s ability to learn to read: a lack of 
understanding of the alphabetic principle, a lack of transference between comprehension of 
spoken and written language, and a lack of interest in reading.   
 
In 1997 the US Congress approached the Director of the National Institute of Child Health 
and Human Development [NICHD] to appoint a panel “to assess the status of research-
based knowledge, including the effectiveness of various approaches to teaching children to 
read” (NRP, 2000, p. 1), as a result of the research being conducted by the NRC (NRP, 2000).   
The panel consisted of 14 members, chaired by Donald Langenberg, including one parent 
and one teacher with the remaining members being ‘experts in the field of reading and 
reading instruction’ (NRP, 2000). The panel members were given the task of critically 
reviewing the vast amount of relevant published reading research published to determine 
the most effective instructional approaches to teaching reading (NRP, 2000) with a final 
report to be submitted by November, 1998.  However, it became apparent, very quickly, 
that the Panel would not be able to address the charge of the Congress within this small 
time frame and a progress report was submitted to Congress in February 1999, with the 
final report being completed in 2000 (NRP, 2000).  
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The Panel focused their research critique on seven questions which aimed to find the most 
effective instruction for teaching what they termed the ‘five pillars of reading’: phonemic 
awareness, phonics, fluency, comprehension and vocabulary (NRP, 2000).  Their findings 
and recommendations were supported by the US Congress and the NICHD and therefore 
had the potential to have a significant impact on the teaching of reading in schools (Garan et 
al., 2001).  Yatvin (2000), Garan et al. (2001) and Shanahan (2003) all reflected that the NRP 
report was published in an effort to end the ‘reading wars’, with Garan and colleagues 
suggesting that the report had in fact contributed to the ‘reading wars’ debate.  
 
The reported findings from the NRP (NRP, 2000) which are relevant to the present study 
focus on the first two pillars of reading: phonemic awareness and phonics. The findings with 
regards to phonemic awareness were consistent with prior influential research (Chall, 1967; 
Snow, Burns & Griffith, 1998), reporting that effective phonemic awareness instruction 
improves students’ reading and spelling abilities (NRP, 2000).   
 
Another reported finding from the NRP (NRP, 2000) was that systematic and explicit phonics 
instruction is far more effective than non-systematic instruction or the exclusion of phonics, 
in improving the reading abilities of all students.  It was also reported that systematic 
phonics instruction be included with phonemic awareness, fluency and comprehension 
(NRP, 2000).  However, it must be noted here that the ‘comprehensive’ review of literature 
used for the meta-analysis on phonics was “only based on thirty-eight studies, eight of 
which the Panel eventually determined were of questionable reliability” (Garan et al., 2001, 
p.63). Twenty eight of the thirty eight studies reviewed and used for the meta-analysis 
involved commercial programs, including some which were teacher scripted (although this is 
not differentiated in the Panel’s findings). The effects of phonics on students were divided 
into six subcategories: decoding, pseudo words, word identification, spelling, oral reading 
and comprehension. Garan et al. (2002) indicates that this is a problem as not all studies 
assessed the effects of phonics for all of the six subcategories, with most studies only 
reporting the effects on two or three of the subcategories.  The NRP reported that 
“systematic phonics instruction does appear to help at-risk kindergarten and first grade 
children to identify words, provided that the words are tested in isolation” (Garan et al., 
2001, p.65).  
37 
 
Despite the widely publicised support for the findings of the NRP (NRP, 2000)  there have 
been criticisms of the report with some researchers raising questions about the process and 
methods employed and the composition of the people on the research panel (Cunningham, 
2001; Garan et al., 2001; Pressley, 2002; Yatvin, 2000, 2002). Some of the criticism has come 
from one of the panel members, Joanne Yatvin who was the only panel member not to 
endorse the findings of the report (Garan et al., 2001).  At the time of her appointment on 
the Panel, Yatvin was the superintendent of the Oregon Trail School District, Sandy, Oregon 
with more than 40 years of experience in elementary schools (Yatvin, 2000).  In 2000, Yatvin 
filed a report titled Minority View as she felt that the Panel had not addressed the charge by 
Congress and that the NRP report did not provide answers for the first and central question, 
“what is known about the basic processes by which children learn to read?” (p. 1).   
 
In her report she criticised the composition of the panel members by stating that the 
majority of members were researchers from universities and that they often had very little 
or no teaching experience in the teaching of reading (Yatvin, 2000).  In 2002, Yatvin again 
commented on the NRP report in an article titled Babes in the Woods: The Wanderings of 
the NRP where she further elaborated on her comments in 2000 about the composition of 
the Panel members.  Yatvin questions why a medical doctor (who focused on reading 
research) was included on the Panel when she did not have any “knowledge or experience 
in reading instruction” and raises the fact that this doctor held a close professional 
association with the NICHD (Yatvin, 2002, p.366).  Again Yatvin refers to the fourth charge 
by Congress which asks “Based on the answers to the preceding questions, what does the 
Panel conclude about the readiness for implementation in the classroom of these results” 
(Yatvin, 2000, p.1) and asks how the Panel could possibly answer this question with only one 
classroom teacher on the Panel (Yatvin, 2002).  Overall, Yatvin reflected that:  
 the reviews are of limited usefulness to teachers, administrators, and policymakers 
 because they fail to address the key issues that have made elementary schools both a 
 battleground for advocates of opposing philosophies and a prey for purveyors of 
 ‘quick fixes’ (Yatvin, 2000, p.2).  
 
Despite Yatvin’s criticisms of different aspects of the report she acknowledged the fact that 
the task set by Congress was far too large for the Panel to address over a period of eighteen 
months and suggested that perhaps other focuses should have been chosen instead, such as 
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the validity of commercially produced programs used in American schools and homes to 
teach reading.  
 
Yatvin (2002) also questioned the methodology employed by the Panel members and 
reported that the Panel chose to only review  experimental and quasi-experimental studies 
in the review of the reading research as other research designs were often of poor quality 
and could not determine the effect of something in particular conditions.  Yatvin notes that 
experimental and quasi-experimental studies are predominantly used in medical research, 
not educational and questioned why it was being chosen as the suitable methodology for 
the review of literature in preparation for the NRP report.  Cunningham (2001), a researcher 
from the University of North Carolina, also questioned the methodological practices of the 
Panel members, especially in light of the fact that only a small number of all of the relevant 
research on reading met the Panel’s criteria to be included in the meta-analyses for the NRP 
report (NRP, 2000).  Cunningham suggests that the research design implemented by Panel 
members was flawed in that it limited their review and inclusion of reading research by only 
choosing research of an experimental and quasi-experimental design to be included in the 
meta-analysis for the report (Cunningham, 2001).  Pressley (2002) also commented on the 
limited and narrow focus of the research reviewed by the Panel due to the fact that only 
experimental or quasi-experimental reading research was reviewed, which excluded many 
significant scientifically-based research studies on reading instruction.   Garan et al. (2001) 
also referred to the controversy over the research design used by the Panel by adding 
further that the criteria used to choose research to include in the meta- analyses excluded 
qualitative research and Pressley (2002) commented that the exclusion of qualitative 
reading research was a mistake as qualitative reading research has:  
 Produced many important insights about the complexities of teaching literacy –  the 
 many elements in effective instruction, how the elements can relate to one 
 another, and what should be measured to document the effects of instruction on 
 young readers (Pressley, 2002, p.174). 
 
Timothy Shanahan (2003), a member of the Panel, addressed this exclusion of qualitative 
research in reading from the NRP in an article where he addresses ten of the most common 
misconceptions or myths about the NRP report.  Shanahan states clearly that qualitative 
reading research was not included as it would not provide “a definitive answer to the 
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questions that Congress raised” (2003, p.652). Shanahan also justifies the Panel’s choice of 
focusing only on research studies which were experimental and quasi-experimental by 
stating that research based on experimental design allow the researcher/s to “infer causality 
and to conclude logically that some practice is effective under certain 
circumstances....Accordingly, we limited our scope to studies that actually tried out the 
procedure or technique in classrooms under well-described circumstances with appropriate 
comparison groups“ (Shanahan, 2003, p.652).   
 
Shanahan (2003) emphasised that the criticism often surrounding the NRP report (NRP, 
2000), such as Yatvin’s (2000, 2002) , does not challenge or question the findings presented, 
but rather focuses on elements of the methodology and that the findings of the report have 
merit for reading instruction and educational policies. As a member of the panel in 2000, 
Shanahan reflected that he had been surprised to “hear some of the misperceptions about 
the report, as these may undermine professional resolve to align instruction with research 
findings or even willingness to read the report or any of its summaries” (2003, p. 638).  
 
In 2002, Pressley commented that he would be surprised if the NRP would be cited a decade 
after its publication and it is still cited and featured in recent research papers, fourteen 
years after its release as evidenced in the remaining review of the literature.   Pressley 
(2002) and Garan et al. (2001) both called for another review of reading research to be 
conducted which is comprehensive, valid and reliable with the aim of improving the 
teaching of reading based on rigorous research.  While the NRP has certainly been criticised 
by some, the findings have largely been used to improve reading instruction and draw 
attention to effective practices for teaching reading, and the recommendations have 
influenced policy, legislation, government funding, the provision of professional 
development and other influential reading reports, including the Australian NITL (DEST, 
2005) and the Rose Report (Rose, 2006). 
 
In 2001 the No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB] was released which provided changes to 
previous legislation with a focus on improving the educational outcomes of all children.  
Several of the changes outlined in the NCLB Act are relevant to discuss in terms of the 
context of the present study as they refer to teachers using scientifically based instructional 
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strategies to teach reading, and the importance of teachers having ample access to 
professional development based on scientifically based reading research (NCLB, 2002). Part 
B, Title 1 of the No Child Left Behind Act, mandates that states and districts must provide 
high quality professional development for teachers in order to improve the instruction and 
quality of reading programs (NCLB, 2002). Specific skills are listed which children in 
preschool should be taught including: automatic recognition of letters and sounds, blending, 
segmenting, syllables and phonics.   
 
The passing of the NCLB Act led to the implementation of school-based literacy coaches as 
part of professional development programs.  As part of the No Child Left Behind Act, the 
Reading First legislation was introduced which “... provided funds for the development of 
quality teachers who can provide direct, explicit, systematic teaching of reading to primary 
grade children” (Moats, 2009a, p.380).  The NRP report (NRP, 2000) provided frameworks, 
policies and guidelines for teachers and schools to follow if they wanted to receive funding 
from the Reading First legislation.  The provision of high quality, research based professional 
development for early childhood teachers in the teaching of reading became a national 
focus and a necessary part of improving the overall literacy standards of children (Grace et 
al., 2008). 
 
In 2008 the Report of the National Early Literacy Panel reiterated the need for direct, 
explicit, systematic teaching of phonological awareness and phonics (NELP, 2008). Yet, 
Brady et al. (2009) and Spencer et al. (2008) note that although an increased emphasis had 
been placed on the importance of phonological awareness and phonics instruction in 
reading programs over the previous 20 years there is little evidence suggesting that 
teachers’ knowledge or understanding of phonological awareness and phonics had 
improved during this time.  Lack of teacher preparedness and knowledge in being able to 
teach reading effectively has been repeatedly cited as a critical factor in improving the 
literacy levels of children (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; Cheesman, McGuire, 
Shankweiler & Coyne, 2009; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 1994, 2009, 2009a; NRP, 2000; 
Podhajski et al., 2009; Rose, 2006; Spencer et al., 2009).  Teachers’ knowledge in the 
structure of language and phonology is cited repeatedly as one of the largest determining 
factors in children’s success in acquiring the basic skills for reading (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et 
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al., 2009; Chessman, McGuire, Shankweiler & Coyne, 2009; Joshi et al., 2009a, 2009b; Lyon 
& Weiser, 2009; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 2009a, 2009b; Moats & Foorman, 2003; 
Podhajski et al., 2009; Spencer et al., 2008; Sturtz, 2009).  Teachers’ knowledge of 
phonological awareness and phonics will be discussed later in the literature review. 
 
In the US, schools and school districts receive financial incentives or reprimand from federal 
programs, such as Reading First, if they meet or fail the set goals, such as the inclusion of an 
explicit and systematic phonics program (Mesmer & Griffith, 2005; Moats, 2009a; Shelton, 
2010).  This places a lot of pressure on teachers to get their students to perform well in tests 
in order for the school to receive funding. Teachers are under increasing pressure due to 
performance assessments and more and more emphasis is being placed on teachers’ 
accountability (Grace et al., 2008). “Programs approved for funding must have explicit 
components to teach phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension” (Shelton, 2010, p.316).  Shelton has explained how individual states will get 
their share of the funding provided by the Reading First (NCLB, 2002) initiative by submitting 
programs and outlines of how they are going to improve reading performance.   
 
Vellutino, Scanlon and Jaccard (2003) cited in Joshi et al. (2009b) suggest that there are two 
reasons for the literacy problems in the United Sates - instruction and environment.  A 
majority of the relevant research reviewed here states that the type of instruction and the 
quality of instruction are instrumental in teacher effectiveness and students’ success in the 
beginning stages of learning to read.  This view was also expressed by Spencer and 
colleagues in 2008 by reflecting that: 
 Current educational policy underscores the importance of reading achievement for all 
 children with an emphasis on the use of instructional practices that are rooted in 
 scientifically based reading research... and educators increasingly are expected to 
 implement evidence-based practice or scientifically based instruction in teaching 
 children to read (p.512).    
  
The type of instruction used in teaching phonics is also stressed as being very important in 
an effective reading program for young children (Baumann et al., 1998; Joshi et al., 2009a; 
NRP, 2000).  Prominent researchers in the field of Direct Instruction, Carnine, Silbert and 
Kameenui (1997) reported that many of the reading difficulties that students face in schools 
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can be attributed to teachers’ poor instruction.  Carnine and colleagues stated that “reading 
failure can be prevented... by efficiently organising instruction, carefully selecting and 
modifying reading material, and effectively presenting the material” (p.19).  The careful 
control of these three aspects:  organising the instruction, materials and instruction are a 
focus of the research in the present study.  
 
2.3 Teaching reading in the United Kingdom  
 
 
A National Curriculum was introduced in the United Kingdom in 1989 and Rose (2006) 
reported that in the first nine years of this National Curriculum there was very little change 
to the reading levels of young children.  The National Curriculum stated that phonics should 
play an essential role in reading programs, yet it did not state how the teachers should 
teach it (Rose, 2006).  In an effort to raise the standards of teaching reading and students’ 
reading skills a National Literacy Strategy was introduced in 1998 whereby schools were 
assisted with developing literacy programmes “that included not only what phonic content 
should be taught but also how to teach it, with a subsequent rise in standards” (Rose, 2006, 
p.3).   
 
A year after the start of the National Literacy Strategy a phonics program was introduced 
called Progression in Phonics (Rose, 2006). Similarly to the No Child Left Behind Act in the US 
(NCLB, 2002), a report titled Every child matters was introduced in the UK in 2004.  Ensuring 
that every child is able to communicate effectively (through speech, reading and writing) is 
part of this policy and therefore providing effective instruction in phonological awareness 
and phonics is critical for providing young children with the necessary skills for beginning to 
read (Rose, 2006).   
 
In Rose’s review (2006) 240 recommendations were made and many of the points raised in 
his review are relevant to this study and the teaching of early literacy in Australia.  His 
recommendations also support many of the research studies that have been reviewed in 
this chapter and provide links to the questions raised and investigated in this research.  
Major issues that arise from the recommendations include: the importance of improving 
pre-service teacher education, choosing teaching programs and approaches to phonics 
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instruction based on reliable research, providing short, discrete daily sessions of phonics 
instruction, providing systematic phonics instruction (based on reliable research), the 
advantages of providing synthetic phonics instruction, and fidelity to the chosen program of 
phonics instruction.  As a consequence of these recommendations, in 2007 the resource, 
Letters and Sounds: Principles and Practice of High Quality Phonics (DfES, 2007) was 
published.   
 
The Rose Report (Rose, 2006) examined how time, money and resources should be invested 
into preparing teachers better in order to provide emergent readers with the necessary 
skills to become effective and successful readers.  Rose reiterated the importance of 
improving pre-service teacher education in the area of teaching reading, with more time 
spent on the teaching of the principles of phonics and phonological awareness.   
 
While the findings from the Rose Report (Rose, 2006) were widely accepted there was some 
debate about the recommendation that reported that synthetic phonics must be included in 
the teaching of early reading (Wyse & Styles, 2007).  Researchers Wyse and Styles published  
a paper a year after the release of the Rose Report, titled Synthetic phonics and the teaching 
of reading: the debate surrounding England’s ‘Rose Report’, which reported that the UK 
government were making changes to the National Curriculum (as a result of the 
recommendations outlined in the Rose Report)  which were not justified by research. On 
page 20 of the Rose Report the following recommendation was included: “Having 
considered a wide range of evidence, the review has concluded that the case for systematic 
phonic work is overwhelming and much strengthened by a synthetic approach”. While 
America and Australia have endorsed systematic phonics instruction in the early years of 
schooling Wyse and Styles (2007) noted that “England is the first to impose synthetic 
phonics on all early years’ settings, including schools” (p. 36).  Wyse and Styles also raised 
the fact that only ten schools were visited as part of the Rose enquiry with regards to 
phonics and that the ten schools which were deemed to be “representative of best practice 
in the teaching of phonics work” by Her Majesty’s Inspectorate (Rose, 2006, p.21). The 
authors also refer to the findings from the NRP (NRP, 2000) which reported that “specific 
systematic phonics programs are all significantly more effective than non-phonics 
programs” (NRP, 2000, p.93) and ask questions about why the Rose Report’s 
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recommendation that “systematic phonics is much strengthened by a synthetic phonics 
approach” (Wyse & Styles, 2007, p.36) is contradictory to the findings from the NRP. In 
2006, the DfES, commissioned a report into the teaching of reading, and more specifically 
the role of phonics which was authored by Torgerson, Brooks and Hall which was titled, A 
Systematic Review of the Research Literature on the Use of Phonics in the Teaching of 
Reading and Spelling. The methodology for this review was modified from the NRP to 
“produce a meta-analysis that included only randomised controlled trials (RCTs)” (Wyse & 
Styles, 2007, p.37).  The researchers reported that the RCTs which were included in the 
meta-analysis were not strong evidence that “one form of systematic phonics is more 
effective than any other” (Torgerson et al., 2006, p.49), thus conflicting with the 
recommendation in the Rose Report about the need and evidence for synthetic phonics 
instruction (Wyse & Styles, 2007).   
 
Wyse and Styles (2007) also question the fact that over four pages in the Rose Report  (Rose, 
2006) were dedicated to one research report by Johnston and Watson (2005) which claimed 
to be based on a seven year longitudinal study in Clackmannanshire, Scotland, which 
investigated the effects of synthetic phonics instruction on students’ reading and spelling 
achievements. Wyse and Styles report that questions have been raised about the 
methodology of the Clackmannanshire studies and that this should be considered when 
interpreting the results that they reported. Wyse and Styles also emphasise the fact that the 
publication by Johnston and Watson is only available online and was not peer reviewed and 
consequently they question why this research was featured so heavily in the Rose Report. 
Despite questions which were raised about the methodology of the Clackmannanshire 
studies, the Rose Report included the research but defended the research because of the 
role that classroom practice played when teaching synthetic phonics.  Johnston and Watson 
“concluded that the synthetic phonics approach, as part of the reading curriculum, is more 
effective than the analytic phonics approach” (p.9) and this recommendation appears in the 
Rose Report. 
 
In summary, Wyse and Styles, had the opinion that the “Rose Report provides the most 
prescriptive, rigid and limited view of what it means to teach early reading to have appeared 
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in England” [and that they] “hope that a more balanced approach to teaching reading may 
once more prevail” (2007, p.41).   
 
Despite this criticism of the inclusion and emphasis on synthetic phonics in the Rose Report 
(Rose, 2006) it is still an important document as many of the recommendations support the 
findings from other relevant reports, including the NRP (2000) and the NITL (DEST, 2005).  
The present study does not address the debate between a synthetic or analytic approach to 
teaching phonics - it investigates the effect of a professional development model on 
teachers’ instruction when teaching phonological awareness and phonics while using an 
instruction centred tool for systematic decoding called Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993).  
 
2.4  Teaching reading in Australia 
 
Improving literacy standards and the teaching of reading has been a focus for Australian 
governments, researchers and educators for at least the last 15 years. In 1998 the 
Department of Education, Science and Training introduced the Commonwealth literacy 
policy, Literacy for all, which reported that $650 million was allocated to the Literacy 
Programme objective for both government and non-government schools, in Australia from 
1997-2000 (DEST, 1998). The Commonwealth government also allocated a further $7 million 
for the professional development of teachers in literacy from 1997 -1999 (DEST, 1998). With 
many literacy polices, reviews and suggestions from researchers during this time, it appears 
that not much has changed in terms of how literacy is being taught in Australia and Western 
Australia as evidenced by Australia’s poor performance in the 2011 Progress in International 
Reading Literacy Study where it was reported that Australia placed 27th out of 48 countries 
for reading and literacy (Thomson et al., 2012). However it is important to note that PIRLS 
“focuses on three aspects of students’ reading literacy: purposes for reading; processes of 
comprehension; reading behaviours and attitudes” (Thomson et al., 2012, p.4).  While the 
present study focuses on early reading precursory skills and the extent of teacher 
knowledge about teaching these component skills and the PIRLS study reports on students’ 
comprehension skills,  the data reported is still relevant as it helps to tell a part of the story 
of how reading is and has been taught in early childhood classrooms in Australia.   
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Reading reports including Literacy for all (DEST, 1998), the NITL (DEST, 2005) and curriculum 
changes (including the inclusion of the Foundation level in the Australian Curriculum) have 
aimed to improve literacy instruction and students’ literacy performances in Australian 
schools. The most influential Australian literacy reviews, reports and curriculum changes will 
be discussed here in addition to the changes in the Western Australia context as it is the 
context for the present study.   
 
Prior to 1997 each state and territory in Australia was implementing different strategies and 
programs in literacy (DEST, 1998).  In Western Australia, the whole language approach to 
teaching reading and literacy became the preferred and promoted approach within many 
Western Australian primary schools, with teachers using a series of resources produced by 
the Western Australian Ministry of Education, First Steps, which included resources for 
teaching reading, writing, oral language and spelling (Western Australian Ministry of 
Education, 1992).   
 
First Steps was first published in 1992 by the Western Australian Ministry of Education as a 
series of curriculum support resources with the initial purpose of providing teachers with 
guidance for supporting students at risk of developing literacy problems or students already 
facing literacy difficulties.  The First Steps resources were underpinned by a whole language 
approach to teaching literacy which promoted the belief that children learn to read through 
immersion in a print rich environment in addition to the incidental teaching of whole words 
and their meanings in context (Western Australian Ministry of Education, 1992).   
 
Although First Steps was initially intended to provide support for teachers to teach children 
who were facing literacy difficulties, the First Steps resources soon began to be used by 
primary school teachers as supporting resources for teaching all children literacy in both 
government and non-government primary schools in Western Australia. In 1994, the 
Department of Education and Training in Western Australia released a second edition of the 
First Steps resources which included a more balanced approach to teaching reading than the 
first edition (STEPS, 2004) and a third edition of resources was published in 2013 
(Department of Education, 2013) which are available for teachers to download directly from 
the Western Australian Department of Education’s website.   
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The latest edition of the Reading Map Development in the First Steps resources includes 
components of teaching phonological awareness and phonics as a major teaching emphasis 
in the Role Play, Experimental and Early Phase of reading (Department of Education, 2013).  
Phonological awareness and graphophonic knowledge are included in the first three phases 
of reading - however, the term ‘phonemic awareness’ is not used to define the skill of 
identifying the smallest units of sounds, phonemes, in words.  Instead, the major teaching 
emphasis in the Role Play phase states that “listening for sounds in words” is a convention 
to focus on and in the Experimental Phase of reading the major teaching focus states that 
“segmenting words into sounds” is a teaching focus (Department of Education, 2013, p.6).  
In the Early phase of reading the same terminology is used as evidenced by the statement, 
“recognising that a sound can be represented by different letters or letter combinations” is 
a skill of phonological awareness and graphophonic knowledge (Department of Education, 
2013, p.6).  In Letters and Sounds (DfES, 2007), more specific terminology is used to describe 
the same component skills with the term ‘phonemic awareness’ used to describe a student’s 
ability to distinguish the smallest unit of sounds in words and phonemes are used instead of 
‘sounds’.  This difference in the terminology in both Letters and Sounds and the First Steps 
resources is indicative of the emphasis on the component skills of phonological awareness 
and the difference in teacher knowledge needed to competently use each resource.   
 
With the new Australian English Curriculum and the increased focus on the explicit teaching 
of the component skills of phonological awareness and phonics it remains to be seen the 
role that the latest First Steps resources will play in pre-service teacher education and in 
schools.  The content and language used in Letters and Sounds (DfES, 2007) is more closely 
aligned with the content descriptions that pertain to teaching early reading precursory skills 
in the English Australian Curriculum (ACARA, 2013).   
 
With each state and territory in Australia implementing different instructional approaches, 
resources, beliefs and policies on literacy there was little uniformity in the teaching of 
literacy across Australian Schools during the 1990s (DEST, 1998). In 1997 the 
Commonwealth, State and Territory Education Ministers agreed to support a national goal 
to improve the literacy and numeracy levels of all Australian children, and to this end the 
Department of Education, Science and Training released, Literacy for all: The Challenge for 
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Australian Schools, in 1998.  The major goal stated that all children should be able to read at 
an appropriate level as they leave primary school and the sub goal stated that all children 
starting school in 1998 will “achieve a minimum acceptable literacy and numeracy standard 
within four years” (DEST, 1998, 2.1).  These goals became known as the National Plan.  
 
This National Plan for Literacy and Numeracy was devised to provide a framework for 
improving the overall standards of literacy in Australian schools (DEST, 1998). It focuses on 
the early years of schooling and the essential interrelated elements that are important in 
improving national literacy standards.  Several of these elements are related to assessing all 
students by their teachers as early as possible as well as assessing students against national 
and state benchmarks in Years 3, 5, 7 (which is known as NAPLAN – National Assessment 
Plan for Literacy and Numeracy) (DEST, 1998).  
 
Another component of the National Plan which was seen as being an important element in 
strengthening literacy standards was to provide evidence-based professional development 
for teachers (DEST, 1998). The Commonwealth allocated $7 million from 1997-1999 to 
provide professional development for teachers to implement the goals of the National Plan 
as well as another $5 million which was allocated (from the Commonwealth’s National 
Literacy Strategies and Projects strand) to fund research in literacy (DEST, 1998).   
 
Guidelines were stipulated about the allocation of funds and from 1998 to receive funding 
for literacy programs and professional development each school was required to provide 
specific details which outlined exactly how the money would be spent towards improving 
the literacy outcomes in their school. These plans were to include details on proposed 
professional development for teachers, assessment strategies and intervention strategies 
that met the recommendations of the National Plan (DEST, 1998).  The National Plan 
focuses on the importance of the early years of education in the successful acquisition of 
literacy skills (DEST, 1998).  The Plan also outlines a number of factors which are reported to 
be important in improving the literacy and reading achievements of students and those 
relevant to this present study include: the fact that teachers must have a repertoire of 
teaching strategies and intervention strategies as well as having the knowledge and 
understanding of ‘best practice’ in literacy and reading instruction (DEST, 1998). 
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At the same time as the National Plan was launched, Western Australian schools were 
introduced to a new outcomes based curriculum in 1998, The Curriculum Framework, which 
was the mandated curriculum document for schools to use in Western Australia (Curriculum 
Council of Western Australia [CCWA], (1998).  The Curriculum Framework was based on 
outcomes which teachers were to use for planning, teaching and assessment from 
Kindergarten through to Year 10.  This framework consists of eight learning areas with each 
learning area consisting of learning area outcomes (CCWA, 1998). It does not provide a 
scope or sequence for any of the eight learning areas and only broad outcomes are provided 
for each learning area which means that teachers were required to write their own 
outcomes for their students and choose what to teach.  With regards to literacy, and 
teaching reading there was no mention of the specific teaching of phonics or phonological 
awareness.  With very little information provided for teachers in The Curriculum Framework 
on what to teach and when to teach it, the Western Australian Department of Education 
and Training [DET] released the K-10 Syllabus resources in 2007 for each of the eight 
learning areas of The Curriculum Framework.  The syllabus resources were introduced as 
supporting documents for teachers implementing The Curriculum Framework.  The K-10 
Syllabus resources provide a scope and sequence for each of the eight learning areas for 
each year level from Kindergarten through to Year 10 and provide teachers with more 
specific suggestions on what should be taught (Department of Education and Training, 
2007). 
 
With Australia performing poorly in the 2011 Progress in International Reading Literacy 
Study, placing 27th out of 48 countries for reading and literacy (Thomson et al., 2012) many 
educators, parents and teachers could perhaps ask why the NITL (DEST, 2005) 
recommendations into the teaching of literacy do not appear to have been implemented, 
monitored or mandated.  A committee member on the NITL (DEST, 2005) reported recently 
in the media on Australia’s poor performance in the PIRLS 2011 study (Thomson et al., 2012) 
by stating that “our Year 4 students who fared so miserably in the PIRLS tests were two 
years old when that inquiry concluded.  If its recommendations had been implemented they 
might have been able to read and comprehend properly today” (Devine, 2012, p.52).   
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In December 2008, the Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth 
Affairs [MCEETYA] released the Melbourne Declaration of Educational Goals for Young 
Australians which was agreed upon by all of the Australian Education Ministers at that time. 
The Melbourne Declaration’s aim was to bring together common goals for improving 
education across Australia and also across government, independent and Catholic schools.  
The declaration acknowledged that education in Australia needed to change in order for 
students to be able to interact and participate successfully as adults and as global citizens 
(MCEETYA, 2008). The first goal of the Melbourne Declaration was that “Australian 
schooling promotes equity and excellence” (MCEETYA, 2008, p.7).  Equity was a central 
theme of the declaration with a specific mention of improving the poor literacy levels of 
Indigenous students and students from low socio-economic areas.  The second goal 
focussed on providing Australian children with world class curriculum so that “All young 
Australians become successful learners, confident and creative individuals, and active and 
informed citizens” (MCEETYA, 2008, p.7).  As a result of the two goals included in the 
Melbourne Declaration it was agreed by all state governments that a national Australian 
Curriculum was needed in order to improve the overall quality of education in Australia 
(ACARA, 2013).   
 2.41 The Australian Curriculum 
The Melbourne Declaration of Educational Goals for Young Australians provided the impetus 
for the development of the Australian Curriculum as it was agreed that a national 
curriculum was needed to improve the overall education standards and performance of 
teachers and children across Australia (MCEETYA, 2008). The Australian Curriculum 
comprises of curriculum for eight learning areas, including English.  The curriculum for each 
learning area outlines what teachers must teach at each year level from Foundation through 
to Year 10. However, it still leaves teachers with some autonomy with regards to how they 
teach the content (ACARA, 2010).  The English curriculum has been implemented in various 
stages throughout Western Australian schools since 2012 (ACARA, 2013).  While the Maths, 
Science, History and English curriculum have been completed and are at various stages of 
implementation in schools,  other curriculum areas are still in varying stages of consultation 
or draft format (ACARA, 2013). However, the English curriculum must be fully implemented 
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in terms of planning, teaching, assessment and reporting, in all Australian schools by the 
beginning of 2015 (ACARA, 2013).   
The Australian Curriculum is organised into learning areas with each learning area 
comprised of strands that include content descriptions and achievement standards.  Scope 
and sequences are provided for each learning area as well as work samples and expected 
achievement standards.  This is intended to help teachers to know exactly what they are 
expected to teach and the level of expected performance for students at each year level 
(ACARA, 2013). The English curriculum is comprised of three interrelated strands: language, 
literature and literacy. The focus for the present study is on the language strand and the 
content that teachers are expected to teach with regards to phonological awareness and 
phonics.   
The provision of specific content to teach in the form of content descriptions in the 
Australian Curriculum, is a change for Western Australian teachers as The Curriculum 
Framework (CCWA, 1998) provided an outcomes based framework where the teaching and 
learning can be delivered in any manner and in any sequence to cater for students’ varying 
needs and abilities within broad outcomes for each learning area and learning area 
outcome.  Upon the completion of the Australian Curriculum and its implementation the 
Western Australian Curriculum Framework will no longer be used.  
 2.42 The Early Years Learning Framework 
 
Another national initiative to improve the quality of early childhood programs began in 2008 
with the Commonwealth government stating that a national framework for early childhood 
education was needed in Australia.  The Council of Australian Governments [COAG] 
endorsed the Early Years Learning Framework [EYLF] as part of its reform agenda for early 
childhood education as part of a National Quality Framework.  The EYLF which was initiated 
by the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations [DEEWR], (2009) 
was the first national educational framework for early childhood education in Australia The 
EYLF was developed to provide educators (teachers in school contexts as well as adults 
working and caring for young children in childcare settings) with a framework that describes 
the principles, practices and outcomes for effective early childhood teaching and learning.    
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It focuses on five specific learning outcomes to use when planning, teaching, interacting, 
assessing and communicating with parents. The fifth outcome, ‘Children are effective 
communicators’, emphasises the importance of early literacy and numeracy being 
developed and promoted in the early years of children’s lives (DEEWR, 2009, p.19). This 
outcome is significant as it is an example of an increased emphasis, attention and focus on 
literacy in the years before formal schooling.  
 
The EYLF was introduced to schools in July 2009 and caters for children from birth to five 
years of age (DEEWR, 2009). The framework provides examples for educators (for each of 
the five outcomes) of how they can promote the different elements of learning within each 
of the five outcomes and how they will know when the children are demonstrating the 
different elements of each outcome. It is anticipated that the EYLF will be used concurrently 
with the Australian Curriculum as it is implemented in Australian schools.    
 
  2.43 Changes in Western Australian early childhood education  
 
 
There have been several major changes in Australian and Western Australian early 
childhood education during the last twenty years. Early childhood education has been 
through significant changes which include: changes to the starting age, increasing the 
number of hours offered to children in Kindergarten and Pre-Primary, the physical location 
of Kindergarten and Pre-Primary classes, qualifications and training of early childhood 
teachers, the introduction of compulsory attendance in Pre-Primary, and the increasing 
interest and emphasis being placed on literacy and numeracy in the early childhood context 
(DEEWR, 2009; Government of Western Australia, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
1999; Kerr, 1994; Kronemann, 2001; Tayler, 2010). 
 
Prior to 1993 in Western Australia  parents had the option of sending their child to Pre-
Primary for 11 hours per week or 4 half days in the year that they turned five.  In November 
1993 the Scott taskforce, chaired by Hon. Barbara Scott, reviewed pre-compulsory 
education in Western Australia with particular focus on the entry age of children in 
Kindergarten and the number of hours that children attended Kindergarten and Pre-
Primary. The Scott Report recommended the following; introduce a four day week for Pre-
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Primary children; establish a Director of Early Childhood Education Policy in the Education 
and Policy Coordination Bureau and review changes to the starting age of Kindergarten 
children as well as the number of hours they attend (Kronemann, 2001).    
 
In 1999 the early childhood education system became the responsibility of the Education 
Department and there was some concern from early childhood teachers and policy makers 
that a more formalised curriculum would impose on teaching and teaching styles.  Early 
childhood educators were worried that the ‘learning through play’ strategies that were 
traditionally used in Kindergarten and Pre-Primary centres would be phased out in place of a 
formal curriculum (Kronemann, 2001; Press & Hayes, 2000).  
 
In Western Australia, the School Education Act 1999 also included changes for early 
childhood education in that as from January 1, 2001 pre-compulsory education would start 
“from the beginning of the year in which the child reaches the age of 4 years and 6 months” 
(Government of Western Australia, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 1999, p.5). 
 
Press and Hayes (2000) and Elliott (2006) noted that qualifications for people working in 
early childhood education were inconsistent throughout Australia and that this needed to 
be rectified as part of the push to improve the quality of early childhood education and the 
delivery of a consistent and evidence-based curriculum. Tayler (2010) supported this push 
towards making teaching qualifications consistent and also stated the importance of 
universities in ensuring that graduates are equipped with the essential knowledge and skills 
for best practice in teaching beginning reading. 
 
In 2002 children in Western Australia were offered the chance to attend Pre-Primary for five 
full days (Kronemann, 2001).  In 2010 there were changes again to the amount of time that 
children could attend Kindergarten in Western Australia. The 2008-2009 Commonwealth 
Government’s budget for improving early childhood education and care recommended that 
children should have access to Kindergarten for 15 hours per week (DEEWR, 2009). Since 
the beginning of 2010 the Western Australian Government increased the Kindergarten 
hours so that parents now had the opportunity to send their children to Kindergarten for a 
total of 15 hours per week (Department of Education and Training, 2009; DEEWR, 2009).  In 
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2013 Pre-Primary became the first compulsory year of school for all children in Western 
Australia which is reflective of the inclusion of the Foundation Level (Pre-Primary in Western 
Australia) in the Australian Curriculum. The increase in children’s attendance at 
Kindergarten and compulsory Pre-Primary will definitely impact on the teaching programs 
and expectations of all early childhood educators. 
 
It is apparent there have been significant changes to the nature of early childhood 
education in Western Australia. By far the greatest changes have pertained to the time 
children now spend at school in the year before formal schooling commences in Year 1 and 
the inclusion of Pre-Primary (Foundation level) in the Australian Curriculum.  As a 
consequence of this and in light of these changes to early childhood education, particularly 
in relation to literacy acquisition, it is pertinent to consider the process of teaching reading 
as different approaches to teaching reading underpin much of the debate in the early years 
of schooling. 
  
2.5 Different approaches to teaching reading 
 
Being able to read plays an important part in a person’s success in society (Snow, Burns & 
Griffin, 1998) and therefore it is critical that reading is taught in the most effective manner 
to ensure that all children become proficient readers. The teaching of reading has been 
widely researched, debated and commented on by researchers, politicians, educators and 
journalists for many years worldwide. Carnine et al. (2010) suggests that there are often 
four different perspectives which teachers hold when it comes to teaching reading.  An 
overview of each follows as the writers’ characterisation of reading depicts the different 
ways the Pre-Primary teachers in this study may perceive their role and the difficulties their 
students may experience learning to read.  
 
Carnine et al. (2010) suggest that the first perspective to teaching reading is a pessimist 
perspective because it is characterised by schools and teachers blaming factors, such as 
socio-economic status, low IQ, unstable family situations, class sizes, resources for reasons 
why children aren’t acquiring adequate reading skills. If teachers hold this perspective of 
teaching reading then they are unlikely to reflect on their own instructional practices when 
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teaching reading for reasons why their students aren’t reading at age appropriate levels.  In 
1955 Flesch reflected on these teachers by asking:   
 How do the educators explain all the thousands and thousands of remedial reading 
 cases?  This is what really got me mad. To them, reading failure is never caused by 
 poor teaching....Reading failure is due to poor eyesight, or a nervous stomach, or poor 
 posture, or wicked heredity, or a broken home.......The teacher or the school are never 
 at fault (p.18).   
 
The second perspective is the generalist’s perspective which is where the school has the 
philosophy that they can improve their students’ reading skills by providing a whole school 
literacy approach with many different teaching strategies which supposedly underpin 
successful reading skills.  This philosophy about providing students with a whole range of 
different literacy tasks places emphasis on the fact that students will learn how to read 
regardless of the instruction or tasks (Carnine et al., 2010).  
 
The third perspective is based on the constructivist theory which means that the major 
emphasis is placed on the role of the individual students with regards to their reading 
success and understanding (Carnine et al., 2010; DEST, 2005). Teachers that hold this 
viewpoint are more concerned with the ‘meaning making’ rather than teaching phonics and 
phonological awareness.  In Australia, this is referred to a ‘whole language’ approach where 
the school adopts the policy of students progressing at their own rate and learning to read is 
considered to be as natural as learning to speak (which the research states is not true). It is 
therefore interesting that the NITL report (2005) found that many new graduates in 
Australia were beginning teaching with this Constructivist philosophy and had little content 
knowledge about how to teach and what to teach when it came to the foundational skills of 
reading (DEST, 2005). A constructivist approach to teaching reading is based upon the 
premise that learning to read is a natural process and that it should be ‘taught’ implicitly as 
the need arises and through reading experiences.  In the constructivist approach the teacher 
addresses children’s errors in their reading at the time of reading, or asks them to use visual 
clues (picture clues) or have a guess at the word from the context of the sentence or story.   
 
The whole language approach to teaching reading in New Zealand was the approach taken 
from 2003-2007 as recommended by the Ministry of Education’s document in 2003 titled, 
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Effective Literacy Practice in Years 1-4 (Ryder, Tunmer & Greaney, 2007).  This document 
states that phonological awareness is important but that it should be taught in the context 
of real reading and not in isolation through explicit instruction. Donnelly, (2012) was quoted 
in ‘The Australian’ national newspaper, claiming that the whole language approach to 
teaching reading was the preferred and promoted method of teaching reading in Western 
Australian universities and primary schools during the 1990’s and the First Steps resources 
(Western Australian Ministry of Education, 1992) used in the 1990’s in Western Australia are 
reflective of the whole language approach to teaching reading and literacy. Further media 
reports have quoted Devine (2012), Donnelly (2012) and Hiatt (2012b) as claiming that some 
Australian universities and schools still remain aligned with the whole language approach to 
teaching reading even though there is overwhelming evidence to support the fact that it is 
not effective in teaching beginning reading.   
 
The fourth perspective to teaching reading is where teachers take full responsibility for the 
reading abilities and achievements of their students.  Carnine et al. (2010) described the 
fourth perspective as a: 
 Direct instruction viewpoint, which assumes that if teachers analyse tasks to be 
 learned thoroughly, sequence instruction carefully, construct clear instructional 
 presentations, and provide systematic practice, review, and application, they will be 
 able to provide children with success in school, regardless of the outside conditions 
 that may put the children at risk (p.4). 
 
This fourth perspective is the premise for this study as the approach to teaching 
phonological awareness, phoneme awareness and phonics and improving the teachers’ 
efficacy and understanding are at the core of this research.  Direct instruction is about 
teaching phonological awareness and phonics in an explicit and efficient manner.  An 
important difference to this perspective is the responsibility that the teacher takes for the 
reading success of their students (Carnine et al., 2010).  Proponents of Direct instruction 
state that with their instruction all students can succeed at reading.  If students are having 
difficulties with reading then the teacher feels that they must change their instruction, not 
blame the child or accept that they are experiencing reading difficulties. Direct instruction is 
based on sound and current research on reading and literacy (Carnine et al., 2010). 
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Lyon and Weiser (2009) suggest that teachers, educators and administrators stop blaming 
factors such as race, socioeconomic factors, and parental involvement for reading failure of 
young children and instead start looking at the type of instruction used and teacher 
knowledge and understanding.  They also emphasised that teachers should not be caught 
up in the debate about whole language instruction verses phonics/explicit instruction but 
rather focus on providing a good reading program which should include many elements of 
reading including; phonological awareness, phonics, comprehension, fluency and 
vocabulary.   
 
Shelton (2010) cited research by Hoffman, Duffy-Hester and Ro (2000) who surveyed 1,207 
teachers in American schools and reported that teachers were not “polarised in their 
ideology or instruction” and that they were more likely to “adopt a balanced, eclectic 
perspective” (p.315). Fielding-Barnsley and Purdie (2005) also found that teachers were 
positive about both approaches to teaching reading. However the research in this area 
emphasise that systematic phonics instruction is necessary in order to provide emergent 
readers with the building blocks required to become a successful reader (DEST, 2005).   Rose 
(2006) encourages this view,  noting that “it  is implementing the principles which define 
high quality phonic work that should engage settings and schools, rather than debating 
entrenched views about less importance aspects of phonics teaching” (p.4).  He is not alone 
in articulating this viewpoint:  
 Over the past three decades, researchers have made substantial progress in 
 understanding how children learn to read and what types of scientifically based 
 reading instruction (SBRI) are most likely to ensure that the greatest number of 
 children will be successful in learning how to read.  Current legislation requires the use 
 of SBRI practices that explicitly and systematically provide instruction on the big ideas 
 of beginning reading (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics...) and provides a drive for 
 school systems to select comprehensive and evidence-based core reading and 
 supplementary programs”  (Lyon & Weiser, 2009, p.475).   
 
 
2.6 Direct Instruction 
 
 
Direct instruction is repeatedly cited as being one of the most effective types of instruction 
for teachers to use when teaching phonological awareness, phoneme awareness and 
phonics (DEST, 2005; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006).  The NRP (NRP, 2000), Reading First legislation 
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(NCLB, 2002), the NITL (DEST, 2005) and The Rose Report (2006) all state that direct, explicit 
and systematic instruction in the teaching of phonological awareness and phonics is 
essential in any reading program to ensure the success of beginning readers. However, 
there is often some confusion amongst educators and teachers when it comes to explaining 
direct instruction.  The present study is based upon a theory of instruction developed by 
Siegfried Engelmann in the early 1960s in Illinois, through the collaboration of Engelmann 
and Carl Bereiter (Carnine et al., 2010), called Direct Instruction (capitalised letters for both 
D and I) or DI (Salkind, 2008).   
 
When lower case letters are used (direct instruction) a specific set of teacher instruction 
principles are being referred to which include the use of: well-defined learning 
objectives/goals, content taught in small sequential parts to ensure success, teacher 
modelling and unambiguous communication provided at a fast pace, high levels of student 
responses/engagement, guided practice with teacher support, independent practice, 
systematic feedback, specific corrective procedures and continual checking for 
understanding (Rosenshine, 1987).  
 
In the last fifteen years, there has been increasing interest in Direct Instruction and in 1991 
Bateman (cited in Hempenstall, 2004) stated that “the documented success of Siegfried 
Engelmann and his colleagues’ Direct Instruction reading programs with thousands of hard-
to-teach and high risk children is unsurpassed in the annuals of reading history” (p.21).  
American policies and reviews such as the NRP (NRP, 2000) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 
2002) and Reading First (NCLB, 2002) legislation and the British Rose Report (Rose, 2006), 
and Australian literacy reviews, such as the NITL (DEST, 2005) all emphasise that reading 
instruction should be based on reliable and evidence-based research and this is why Direct 
Instruction has become of interest to many educators, teachers and stakeholders 
responsible for education in each country mentioned.  So, what is Direct Instruction and 
how can it improve the delivery of reading instruction to emergent readers? 
 
Direct Instruction describes reading instruction that is teacher led, scripted, systematic, 
explicit, and highly structured (Carnine et al., 2010; Marchand-Martella, Slocum & Martella, 
2004; Rupley, Blair & Nichols, 2009).  “The purpose of Direct Instruction is to teach subject 
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matter efficiently so that all the students learn all of the material in the minimum amount of 
time” (Watkins & Slocum, 2004, p.28).  Carnine et al. (2010) state that there are three 
critical components of Direct Instruction; (1) organisation of instruction; (2) Program Design 
and (3) teacher presentation techniques.   
 
Organisation of Instruction includes the importance of teachers maximising the time that 
students are engaged in academic learning.  Direct Instruction allows for increased academic 
learning time which refers to high levels of student engagement in academic learning 
(Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; Carnine et al., 2010; Marchand-Martella, Slocum & 
Martella, 2004; Rupley, Blair & Nichols, 2009). The term academic learning time was 
introduced in 1979 by researchers Fisher, Marliave and Filby as cited in Rupley, Blair and 
Nichols (2009) which refers to the “amount of time a student spends engaged in an 
academic task he/she performs with high success” (p.131).  Instructional time must be well 
used and not wasted on long transitions between activities or organising the activity 
(Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; Carnine et al., 2010).    
 
Direct Instruction promotes high levels of student engagement and maximum use of time 
spent on the specific learning task (Carnine et al., 2010; Marchand-Martella, Slocum & 
Martella, 2004; Rupley, Blair & Nichols, 2009). The teacher utilizes the academic time 
through carefully following teacher scripts which minimize the use of extraneous language 
in instruction; organising the environment to maximise instructional time; including all of 
the students in responding as many times as possible in short periods of instruction; 
correcting responses quickly and providing opportunities to practice and maintaining a brisk 
pace that keeps students engaged (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990, 1997; Carnine et al., 
2010). 
 
Program design is the second component of Direct Instruction which includes following 
formats where the language of instruction is unambiguous, precise and repetitive to allow 
students to focus only on the skill and not all of the extraneous language that teachers may 
otherwise use.  Carnine et al. (2010) state that the format of the program must include 
specific instructions for the teacher on exactly what to say, when and how to signal for 
responses, the correct format for correcting errors and the sequence of introducing each 
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new skill. Carnine et al. (2010) also stress the importance of only introducing one new skill at 
a time so that mastery of that skill can be achieved before progressing to the next skill. It is 
critical that enough time is allocated in the design of the program for both guided practice 
and independent practice.   
 
The third component of Direct Instruction is the presentation techniques of the teacher. 
This component of Direct Instruction includes the element of unison oral responding which 
allows all of the children to practice each new skill (e.g. decoding new words) many times 
during a short instructional period (Carnine et al., 2010; Marchand-Martella, Slocum & 
Martella, 2004). This also allows the teacher to provide corrective feedback immediately 
and to provide additional guided and independent practice. By including unison choral 
responses during a short instructional period of time such as 15-20 minutes and maintaining 
a brisk pace, the teacher is ensuring that all students are engaged and being provided with 
several opportunities to practice the new skill.  Direct Instruction also emphasises the 
importance of including ‘wait time’ after asking a question and then using a signal to 
indicate that everyone must respond together (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990, 1997; 
Carnine et al., 2010).  This ensures that the weaker students have time to think and the 
more able students do not call out providing the other students with the answers.  Using a 
signal as a cue to students to respond is an important element of teachers providing 
effective instruction.  The signal can be a clap, a pointer or a hand drop as long as the signal 
is always the same and students are familiar with what the signal means.   
 
Pacing is an integral aspect of effective instruction in Direct Instruction.  The teacher must 
carefully and deliberately choose a suitable pace to present material as it  contributes to 
either a lack of focus and concentration for students if the pacing is too slow and confusion 
and chaos if the pacing is too fast.  The teacher must present the material at a pace that 
engages the students and keeps them on the task at hand (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 
1990, 1997; Formentin, 1993; Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti & Lonigan, 2008).   
 
Correction of errors must be done during the instruction in a manner that does not interfere 
or slow down the pace of the instruction.  The correction should be directed at the student 
and the whole group/class and then the teacher should model the correct answer. Multiple 
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opportunities for all students to repeat the correct answer should then be provided before 
calling on the student who answered incorrectly so that they have the opportunity to hear 
the correct answer several times (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990, 1997; Formentin, 
1993). 
 
Direct Instruction is based on the premise that instruction is precise, unambiguous and 
allows for large numbers of responses from children during a short lesson (Watkins & 
Slocum, 2004). Direct Instruction focuses on providing students with explicit, unambiguous, 
opportunities to practice new knowledge many times in a short space of time 
(recommended 15-20 minutes per day), where the teacher is able to differentiate the 
instruction according to the students’ needs within a whole group teaching session.  A 
specific component of DI is the inclusion of specific signals which allow the teacher to direct 
a choral response with no additional need for explanations or words.  Using explicit 
language that directs the students clearly to respond allows the students to know exactly 
what is expected of them in their response and the pattern of responding each time, 
combined with hand signals, allows the lesson to flow quickly and seamlessly which means 
that the teacher can focus on watching and listening to students as they respond (Carnine et 
al., 2010; Marchand-Martella, Slocum & Martella, 2004; Watkins & Slocum, 2004).  
 
Prominent researchers in the field of Direct Instruction, Carnine, Silbert, Kameenui, Tarver & 
Jungjohann (2006) state that effective instruction is the only way to ensure all children learn 
to read and the following quote surmises all of the elements of Direct Instruction previously 
discussed.     
 The literature on effective teaching highlights the importance of understanding how 
 children learn, how well we analyse the skill, knowledge or strategy we are presenting 
 into an instructional sequence to form the basis of all lessons, and third, how we 
 interact with the student within the teaching sequence (p. 6).   
 
There have been some criticisms of Direct Instruction programs, which include the idea that 
such programs may be seen as appropriate for all children (on-size fits all) and de-
professionalise teachers by taking away their autonomy. Researchers have also raised 
questions about how such programs assist teachers to meet individual needs and levels of 
development and understanding and how such programs enable the teacher to attend to 
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students who do not respond to the program (Luke, 2013). However, there is evidence that 
the use of Direct Instruction reading programs is effective in improving the reading 
achievements of students.  
 
 In 1996 Adams and Engelmann reported that an effect size of .69 was established from a 
meta-analysis of Direct Instruction reading research for studies which used Direct 
Instruction reading programs. This reported effect size is “considered to be well above 
educational significance and approximately equivalent to a ten-point increase on an IQ 
scale” (Stein & Kinder, 2004, p.135).  Hempenstall (2004) refers to the success of Direct 
Instruction in a school, in a low socio economic area in Houston, which implemented Direct 
Instruction and the significant increase in the number of students in year 3 achieving at or 
above the year level (as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills) improving from 18% to 
85% in five years. Gersten, Darch and Gleason (1988) examined the effect of a Direct 
Instruction model on students’ academic achievements in a longitudinal study from 1968-
1985 with 12 low-income communities as part of Project Follow Through with students from 
economically disadvantaged backgrounds in East St. Louis, America. The students in 
Kindergarten were taught phonics using a synthetic approach and were taught how to 
systematically blend sounds and how to identify sounds in simple words. The results 
demonstrated that the students who received Direct Instruction programs in Kindergarten 
achieved at a higher level, especially in reading, than the students who did not receive the 
Direct Instruction program. Six years after students received Direct Instruction in 
Kindergarten the students were tested again using the California Achievement Test and the 
results indicated that these students performed on average in the 40th percentile for reading 
achievement in comparison to the students who did not receive Direct Instruction in 
Kindergarten who achieved in the 26th percentile for reading (Gersten, Darch & Gleason, 
1988). The results from this study and results published from Project Follow Through 
indicate that Direct Instruction programs are successful in improving the reading 
achievements of students learning to read and that “reading can be taught to virtually all 
kindergarten students, regardless of their scores on readiness tests or limitations of their 
home backgrounds” (Gersten Darch & Gleason, 1988, p.238).  The strong results reported 
from the success of Direct Instruction in teaching children to read is the reason why Direct 
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Instruction was chosen as the instructional approach in the present study with early 
childhood teachers.  
 
 
At this point it is important to discuss the use of the terms explicit instruction and Direct 
Instruction as they are sometimes used together interchangeably such as in Rupley, Blair 
and Nichols’ (2009) article titled Effective Reading Instruction for Struggling Readers: The 
Role of Direct/Explicit Teaching. However, it is important to distinguish the difference 
between the two terms which are used to describe an instructional approach in teaching. It 
is important to highlight that Direct Instruction is an instruction centred approach to 
teaching using specified scripted curriculum materials, such as the curriculum materials 
published by the Scientific Reading Association, such as Reading Mastery (Engelmann & 
Bruner, 1988).   
 
In contrast, explicit instruction (Archer & Hughes, 2011) is an instruction centred theory 
which is based on very similar principles outlined in Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) Theory 
of Instruction.  The critical difference between Direct Instruction and explicit instruction is 
that in Direct Instruction the teacher is provided with specific curriculum resources and 
scripts and explicit instruction promotes teachers organising their instruction based on 16 
elements of instruction using their own resources and language of instruction (Archer & 
Hughes, 2011). 
 It is important to point out that although Direct Instruction includes the majority of 
 the elements of explicit instruction and is based on such principles as increasing on-
 task behaviours, high levels of success, and content coverage, it is distinguished from 
 explicit instruction by its emphasis on curriculum design (Archer & Hughes, 2011, 
 p.15).   
 
Of the 16 elements outlined by Archer and Hughes (2011), thirteen are very similar to the 
principles outlined in Direct Instruction.  The remaining three elements are specific to 
explicit instruction as they pertain to instructional design and delivery of the content. The 
following three elements are unique to explicit instruction: (1) design organised and focused 
lessons - this is different to Direct Instruction as the instructional formats are already 
provided for teachers to use as scripts, (2) begin lessons with a clear statement of the 
lesson’s goals and your expectations. While there are specific instructions and scripts 
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provided for the teacher on how to begin each lesson in Direct Instruction, they usually 
outline the format for responses and the particular instructional exercise with an example 
modelled by the teacher, whereas Archer and Hughes suggest that each lesson begins with 
clearly communicated goals for the lesson and how the students will know when they’ve 
achieved the goal; and (3) provide an adequate range of examples and non-examples. In 
Direct Instruction formats non-examples aren’t provided for students and Archer and 
Hughes suggest that this is a powerful method for teachers to use for students to establish 
when the particular skill, rule, concept or knowledge can be applied.   
 
 2.61 Teachers’ attitudes towards Direct Instruction  
 
Dinham (2009), stated that there are many university educators and teachers who feel that 
discovery learning and student centred learning, which involves problem based learning, is 
the best way for students to learn. Dinham believes that this is why these teachers do not 
like Direct Instruction as they hold misconceptions about what it is and often feel that it is 
the polar opposite to what they believe. These teachers often feel that Direct Instruction 
means that teachers only teach in a didactic role where “the term ‘instruction’ 
unfortunately suggests a technical transference of knowledge rather than the teacher 
directing student learning” (Dinham, 2009, p.54).  He therefore suggests that the negative 
feelings about Direct Instruction are often a result of not understanding exactly what it 
involves. “Research indicates that direct instruction has a large, effect on student learning, 
so it’s time we all understood exactly what it is, and isn’t”  (Dinham, 2009, p.53).   
 
Demant and Yates (2003) investigated primary teachers’ attitudes towards the direct 
instruction construct through administering a questionnaire that required teachers from 
Adelaide to indicate on a Likert-scale what they believe about direct instruction and what 
they know about the components of direct instruction as defined by Rosenshine and 
Meister (1995).  It is important at this point to clarify that Demant and Yates refer to direct 
instruction as a construct/concept in their research, rather than making a distinction 
between the theory of Direct Instruction (DI) as defined by Engelmann, and the 
commercially scripted teaching materials/programs and the generic teaching instructional 
behaviours characterised in direct instruction. As a direct instruction construct, Demant and 
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Yates focussed their research on determining the attitudinal differences of teachers with 
regards to direct instruction as teacher-centred instructional teaching, not on teachers’ 
attitudes towards the theory of Direct Instruction or SRA teaching materials.  
 
The results from Demant and Yates’ (2003) research demonstrated that 19% of respondents 
exhibited varying degrees of negative attitudes towards direct instruction while 81% of 
respondents exhibited varying degrees of positive attitude towards direct instruction.  
However, it was interesting to note that only 39% of teachers indicated that they agreed to 
the statement ‘Direct instruction is an effective method with all students’.  Their research 
also revealed that there was a positive correlation between the attitude scores and the 
teachers’ years of teaching experience and similarly, there was a strong correlation between 
the teachers’ knowledge scores and their attitude score. “The finding that teachers with 
positive attitudes tended to be more aware of the....term direct instruction suggests that 
the negative images associated with direct instruction by some agencies are linked to active 
misconceptions of what the term means”(Demant & Yates, 2003, p.488).  
 
Watkins and Slocum (2004) noted that a common misconception about Direct Instruction is 
that it is simply rote learning, however, “in reality, Direct Instruction programs enable 
students to learn more in less time for the very reason that they are not learning isolated, 
unrelated bits of information by rote, but are learning strategies that can be broadly applied 
across numerous examples, problems, and situations” (p. 31).   It is important to note when 
considering the findings of this research that the research was self-selecting in that 150 
questionnaires were sent to teachers and only 58 were returned.  This has an impact on the 
findings of this study as teachers that returned the surveys were probably more likely to like 
or be interested in Direct Instruction than the teachers that did not return the surveys.   
 
Australian researchers, Fielding-Barnsley and Purdie (2005) investigated teachers’ attitudes 
towards reading instruction through administering a 12 question survey based on the survey 
developed by Bos et al. (1999, 2001), Teacher Attitudes about early reading and spelling.  
The survey was used to determine whether the teachers surveyed preferred a more explicit 
code based form of instruction or an implicit/whole language method of reading instruction. 
The teachers were asked to rate each of the 12 statements using a six point Likert scale.  
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Overall teachers had positive attitudes towards both explicit and implicit reading 
instruction; however, overall there were significantly more positive attitudes towards a code 
–based explicit method of teaching reading (Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005).  The 
Australian researchers also commented that they were surprised that there was not a 
correlation between the teachers’ attitudes towards reading instruction and their teaching 
experience, unlike the findings from Demant and Yates (2003).    
  
Shelton (2010) discussed the fact that reading from scripts is seen favourably by some 
administrators in America as their funding from initiatives such as Reading First (NCLB, 
2002) are dependent on whether the schools and teachers are using direct instructional 
programs in their reading programs.  In Australia, John Fleming, an awarded Primary School 
Principal, is an advocate for using an approach based on the principles of direct  and explicit 
instruction in his schools, notably the instructional sequence “I do, you do, we do” as he has 
seen noticeable and significant improvements in his students’ progress from using this type 
of instruction (B. Smith, 2008).   
 
In an article in The Age newspaper in 2008, Fleming described Direct Instruction as being 
able to provide students with the basic tools for learning (B. Smith, 2008). This has certainly 
been proven to be the case with reading – if students do not have a good grasp of 
phonological awareness and phonics then they will struggle to read, let alone understand 
what they are reading.  The focus of reading becomes decoding and this hinders a child’s 
capacity to comprehend the text (Center, 2005).  Professor Dinham, the director of the 
Australian Council for Educational Research state that “direct instruction and explicit 
teaching is two to three times more effective than inquiry based learning or problem-based 
learning” (B. Smith, 2008, para. 8). 
 
In an article in The Australian newspaper in October 2009, Principal Derek Scott discussed 
why John Fleming’s approach was working.   
 What’s great about the model we have in place and John’s work is that not only do we 
 see results improve for all students but also extraordinary satisfaction amongst 
 teachers with what they do.  They’re seeing the results, they know what’s expected of 
 them and they know they’ll achieve if they deliver the program that’s in place 
 (Ferrari, 2009, para. 13).   
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The relevant reading literature and policies regarding the most effective instruction for 
reading all concur that the instruction must be direct, systematic and explicit for it provide 
young children with the necessary decoding skills to be able to learn to read (Carnine, Silbert 
& Kameenui, 1990). Therefore it is necessary to discuss the important role of phonological 
awareness and phonics in reading programs and the most effective methods of teaching 
these key concepts. 
 
2.7 The role of phonological awareness and phonics 
 
Stahl et al. (1998) noted that the term phonological awareness “is one of the most 
important concepts to arise out of the past 20 years of research in reading” (p.340).  It is a 
term that has become very popular since the 1990s with regards to raising the reading levels 
of children in the early years of their schooling (Spencer et al., 2008; Torgesen & Matthew, 
2000).  It is important to define phonological awareness as it is evident from the literature 
that many teachers themselves are not clear on the definition (Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti & 
Lonigan, 2008). In the simplest terms, phonological awareness comprises of many 
component skills beginning with the concept of word, syllable, rhyme and phonemic 
awareness (which is the ability to recognise, manipulate and think about the individual 
sounds (phonemes) in words (Phillips, Clancy-Menchetti & Lonigan, 2008). For emergent 
readers they need to learn that words can be broken into smaller units (phonemes) 
(Torgesen & Matthew, 2000).  Phonemic awareness (a component skill of phonological 
awareness) is often cited as one of the strongest predictors of children’s future reading 
success (Gillon, 2007; NRP, 2000). 
 
2.71 The importance of phonological awareness and phonics  
 
The NRP (NRP, 2000) identified over 50 studies which verified that children’s understanding 
of phonemic awareness is one of the strongest predictors of future reading success.  Gillon 
(2007) cited several studies conducted from 1980 – 1995 that all investigated the 
relationship between a students’ understanding of phonemic awareness and their later 
reading success. The findings of these studies all state that phonemic awareness ability is a 
strong predictor of future reading ability.   Lundberg (1980) cited in Gillon (2007) found that 
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“the performance on phoneme manipulation tasks in kindergarten was a strong predictor of 
reading and spelling in grade 2; indeed, it was the most powerful predictor of reading 
ability...” (p. 42). Torgesen and Matthew (2000) reported that if children are going to 
become successful readers, phonological awareness is very important because it is 
necessary to understand the relationships between letters and phonemes and how this is 
represented in print.  They suggest that there are three ways that phonological awareness 
assists children’s’ reading skills:  
 (1) Phonological awareness helps children understand the alphabetic principle; (2) 
 phonological awareness helps children notice the regular ways that letters represent 
 sounds in words; and (3) phonological awareness makes it possible to generate 
 possibilities for words in contexts that are only partially sounded out (p.4). 
 
Before children can understand and break the alphabetic the code they must be aware that 
speech sounds are made up of smaller units of sound called phonemes.  The understanding 
of this is called phonological awareness (McCutchen et al., 2002). Hill (1999) reported that 
another important predictor of later reading success is the ability to identify letters and 
know the names of letters.   In the English language there are 26 letters, however, there are 
44 speech sounds or phonemes.  This creates problems for beginning readers as the letters 
of the alphabet often have several sounds (Carnine et al., 2010; Hill, 1999; Rose, 2006; 
Torgesen & Mathew, 2000).  Put simply, “understanding that letters do have a relationship 
with sounds in words is a hallmark of successful readers” (Stahl et al., 1998, p.339).   
 
2.72 The ‘Great Debate’ and teachers’ attitudes about phonics instruction  
 
    
According to Baumann et al. (1998) “to assert that The Great Debate about the role of 
phonics in beginning reading instruction is alive and well today is an understatement” 
(p.636). This commentary indicates that in spite of research evidence emphatically 
supporting the importance of teaching phonics, many teachers remain unconvinced as to 
the role of phonics in reading instruction. Yet, in 2008, researchers Phillips et al. 2008 
reflected that early childhood teachers no longer have to “choose dichotomously between 
imaginative, play-based, and developmentally focused activities and activities that enhance 
early literacy skills such as phonological awareness” as recent research has shown that brief, 
explicit and systematic instructional teaching of these skills is effective within a curriculum 
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which encourages and supports the whole development of the child (p.6). Teachers’ beliefs 
about teaching reading, whether it be a phonics/code-based approach, or whole language 
approach, play a major role in the way that they view and teach phonics (Stahl et al., 1998). 
They also noted that the polarizing rhetoric which has continued for so long is unnecessary 
as phonics can be part of a whole language program. Ryder et al. (2007) discuss this also:  
  We contend that struggling and at-risk readers will almost always benefit more 
 from reading instruction that involves explicit and systematic teaching in alphabetic 
 coding skills both in isolation from reading connected text and in combination with 
 plenty of opportunities to practice and receive feedback on applying their 
 developing word identification skills and strategies during text reading (p.353).   
 
This notion of combining elements of both explicit instruction with elements of whole 
language programs is an important one, as the discussion for over 40 years has tried to 
diametrically oppose the two theories of reading instruction.  The Department of Education, 
Science and Training in Australia (DEST, 2005) stated that research shows “that all students 
learn best when teachers adopt an integrated approach to reading that explicitly teaches 
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary knowledge and comprehension” (p.20). 
Indeed, this present study is underpinned by the belief that a balanced approach to teaching 
beginning reading, which incorporates elements of Direct Instruction, using Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) to teach phonological awareness and phonics, as well teaching these 
skills in context, is the key to an effective, enjoyable reading instruction program for 
beginning readers (Center, 2005).   
 
It appears that if teachers agree on the importance of phonological awareness and phonics 
in learning to read they must just have differences of opinions regarding the best methods 
of instruction or teaching (Fielding-Barnsley, 1997). In 1985, DeFord created an assessment 
tool ‘Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile’ (TORP) to determine teachers’ beliefs about 
teaching reading. She developed 28 statements which teachers answer using a 5 point Likert 
scale of (1) strongly agree to (5) strongly disagree.  The marking key provides researchers, 
administrators, policy makers and the teachers themselves with information about their 
beliefs about reading instruction. Each teacher is determined to have a decoding 
perspective, a skills perspective or a whole language perspective; however DeFord does 
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note that a range of scores can indicate that the teacher could be persuaded towards using 
a more balanced approach.   
 
2.73 Phonological awareness and phonics instruction 
 
A vast amount of scientifically based research in reading instruction has shown that direct 
and systematic teaching of linguistic structures is very important to emergent readers and 
struggling readers in order to provide children with the necessary decoding skills to be able 
to learn to read successfully (Carnine et al., 2010; Fielding-Barnsley, 1997; Joshi et al., 
2009a; Moats, 1994, 2009; Rose, 2006; Ryder et al., 2007; Yopp & Yopp, 2000).   
 
Torgesen and Matthew (2000) reported that “research now shows very clearly that at least 
20% of school children will experience difficulties learning to read without explicit 
instruction to stimulate phonological awareness” (p.vii).  In the Rose Report in 2006 it was 
stated clearly that explicit instruction of phonological awareness and phonics is needed 
because children aren’t likely to work out the relationships between letters and sounds by 
themselves. “It cannot be left to chance, or for children to ferret out, on their own, how the 
alphabetic code works” (Rose, 2006, p.19).  Prior to the Rose Report, Yopp and Yopp (2000) 
stated that their “hope is that phonemic awareness instruction becomes a thoughtful, 
conscious component of early literacy programs” (p. 142) and that “phonemic awareness 
instruction should be intentional, not incidental...in classrooms (p. 132).   
 
In Australia, the Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST, 2005) stated that: 
 The evidence is clear, whether from research or good practice observed in 
 schools...that direct systematic instruction in phonics during the early years of 
 schooling is an essential foundation for teaching children to read. Findings from the 
 research evidence indicate that all students learn best when teachers adopt an 
 integrated approach to reading that explicitly teaches phonemic awareness, phonics, 
 fluency, vocabulary knowledge and comprehension (p.11).  
 
A review of the early childhood teaching of literacy in Western Australia also stated that it 
should be mandated that teachers teach phonemic awareness and phonics explicitly in Pre-
Primary and in the following years.   
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 Our committee endorses...the findings of the National Inquiry and support the 
 direct systematic instruction and explicit teaching of phonemic awareness and 
 phonics during the early years of schooling that will provide an essential foundation 
 for teaching children to read.  There must be within the Pre-Primary and primary 
 school curriculum (and the curriculum’s pedagogy) an increased emphasis on 
 ‘phonemic awareness’ that is mandatory for all teachers across Western Australia 
 (Woollard, 2009, p.108). 
 
Ryder et al. (2007) stated that are advantages of teaching phonological awareness and 
phonics explicitly and systematically for emergent readers rather than simply addressing 
words as they arise in reading activities (as in a whole language approach).  When 
systematic decoding is taught explicitly, children can use this knowledge and understanding 
to decode new and unfamiliar words that they come across rather than relying on pictorial 
or contextual clues (Ryder et al., 2007).   
 
Torgesen and Matthew (2000) believed that there are several issues that teachers must 
recognise with regards to the teaching of phonological awareness. When teaching 
phonological awareness teaching tasks should start with easier examples and move to more 
difficult tasks.  Phonological awareness should be a part of the regular literacy teaching 
program with the activities taking between 15-20 minutes per day, every day during the 
Kindergarten year of schooling (Phillips et al., 2008; Rose, 2006; Torgesen & Matthew, 
2000). However Yopp and Yopp (2000) state that “it is the quality of the instruction and the 
responsiveness of the instruction to the individuals in the classroom that should have 
greater consideration than the amount of time” (p. 134). Teachers must articulate individual 
sounds correctly and clearly in order for children to be able to hear the sounds and 
differentiate each phoneme (Formentin, 1993).    
 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) an instruction-centred tool used to teach systematic 
decoding, takes into account the relevant research findings on the teaching of systematic 
decoding through the explicit teaching of phonological awareness and phonics.  Based on 
Carnine, Silbert and Kameenui’s (1990) Direct Instruction Reading book, Let’s Decode 
provides scripts for teachers with set sequences of skills beginning from the auditory 
concepts of word, blending, rhyming and segmenting.  “Teaching these auditory skills early 
is necessary to lay the groundwork for later reading skills such as sound out words and 
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blending” (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990, p.76).  Let’s Decode then provides scripts for 
explicitly teaching letter-sound correspondences as Carnine, Silbert and Kameenui (1990) 
report that “students should be taught letter-sound correspondences to prepare them for 
sounding out words” (p.85).  Sounding out regular words is the next skill explicitly taught in 
Let’s Decode with irregular words being introduced when students can sight read regular 
CVC (or consonant, vowel, consonant) words with automaticity (Carnine, Silbert & 
Kameenui, 1990; Formentin, 1993).  The instructional formats provided for teachers in Let’s 
Decode provide teachers with a scope and sequence for teaching the fundamental skills that 
beginning readers require and the research on effective reading instruction was the basis for 
the construction of the program (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; NRP, 2000: Snow, 
Burns & Griffin, 1998).   
 
Rose (2006, p.21) discussed the importance of teachers choosing a teaching approach or 
program for phonics instruction and then sticking to it.  This has been referred to as ‘fidelity’ 
to the program by Rose (2006) and Shelton (2010) and is also included in the Letters and 
Sounds: Notes of Guidance for Practitioners and Teachers (DfES, 2007) where it is stated that 
fidelity to the program “is most likely to secure optimum progress in children’s acquisition 
of phonic knowledge and skills, whereas mixing parts of different sequences from more than 
one programme can slow their progress” (p.8). Rose (2006) states that teachers should stick 
carefully to the recommended sequences of chosen phonics programmes as picking and 
choosing different parts from elements from the one program or several programmes can 
weaken the phonics instruction and its’ effectiveness.   
 Although the quality of implementation of an instructional program has everything 
 to do with its success, poor implementation of adopted programs is a major reason 
 why students at risk fail to progress.  Unfortunately, current educational policies and 
 funding practices continue to focus on program selection, school organisation, and 
 student test scores- not teachers, the contexts in which they teach, or the leadership 
 and professional development required to ensure ‘teacher quality’ (Moats, 2009b,     
 p.387).   
 
 
2.8 Teacher knowledge 
 
 
Lack of teacher knowledge in the teaching of early reading precursory skills has been 
researched and reported in the literature as one of the major reasons why literacy levels are 
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declining, with attention being drawn to pre-service teacher training (Bos et al., 2001; Brady 
et al., 2009; Cheesman et al., 2009; Cunningham et al., 2004; DEST, 2005; Education Health 
& Standing Committee, 2012; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Joshi et al., 2009b; Leader-
Janssen et al., 2013; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; Moats, 1994, 2009b; McCutchen et al., 2002; 
Moats & Foorman, 2003; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006; T. Smith, 2008; Spencer et al., 2008). 
 
A common misconception is that if teachers are proficient readers they must also be able to 
teach reading effectively to beginning readers, however, this is not the case (Fielding-
Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Joshi et al., 2009a; Leader-Janssen & Rankin-Erickson, 2013). An 
adult can be a proficient reader without the explicit knowledge and understanding of the 
structures of language and the best methods of instruction for teaching young children the 
decoding skills necessary for beginning readers (Cunningham & Zibulsky, 2009; Cunningham, 
Zibulskuy & Callahan, 2009; Donnelly, 2012; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Leader-
Janssen & Rankin-Erickson, 2013; Louden & Rohl, 2006; McCutchen et al., 2002; Podhajski et 
al., 2009). This finding has lead researchers to question what teachers actually know about 
teaching beginning reading, and more specifically phonological awareness and phonics, as 
teachers cannot teach reading effectively if they do not understand the structures of 
language themselves (Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen, 2012; Brady et al., 2009; 
Moats, 2009b; Spencer et al., 2008).  Chall, Jacobs and Baldwin (1990) also commented that 
“few teachers have sufficient theoretical knowledge and practical skills to teach reading...” 
(p.161).  Joshi et al. (2009b) and McCutchen et al. (2002) both reinforced the importance of 
teachers’ knowledge when teaching precursory reading skills by reporting that there is a 
direct relationship between the content knowledge of the teacher teaching reading and the 
effect on their students’ reading abilities.   
Many researchers worldwide have surveyed and assessed large numbers of early childhood 
teachers to determine the extent of their knowledge of reading skills, phonological 
awareness and phonics, with alarming results (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; 
Cunningham et al., 2004; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 
1994, 2009; T. Smith 2008; Spencer et al., 2008).  McCutchen et al. (2002) and Moats (2009) 
acknowledged that the concept of phonological awareness and phonics is still not widely 
understood by teachers which raise questions about teachers’ abilities to teach these 
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concepts adequately.  American researchers, Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen 
(2012) referred to this sentiment as ‘The Peter Effect’ meaning that teachers cannot provide 
students with the necessary knowledge and understanding of beginning reading skills if they 
themselves do not possess an understanding and knowledge of these skills.  Spencer and 
colleagues (2008) raised similar concerns stating that that they find it extremely difficult to 
believe how teachers with poor knowledge of teaching beginning reading skills, such as 
phonemic segmentation, can correctly teach children these necessary skills. In the 
Australian media, Donnelly (2012) referred to an Australian survey which was conducted of 
Australian teachers in 2006-2007 reported that both experienced and pre-service teachers 
had limited knowledge and understanding of spelling, phonological awareness and phonics.  
In order to be able to teach phonological awareness and phonics effectively a teacher must 
possess an understanding of how language works at the sound, word and sentence level and 
how speech sounds relate to print.  Teachers need to be able to identify phonemes, 
graphemes, syllables and morphemes as well as teach skills such as auditory blending 
(Moats, 2009b; Podhajski et al., 2009).  Neuman and Cunningham (2009), also add that 
teachers must be knowledgeable about the development and sequence of these pre-
reading skills so that they can provide the appropriate activities for their students’ abilities. 
“Many students need explicit instruction in the alphabetic principle and phoneme-
grapheme correspondences.  To provide this instruction, teachers need to have a clear and 
explicit ability to analyse speech sounds and relate speech sounds to print” (Spencer et al., 
2008, p.517).  Having the knowledge and understanding of the structures of language is also 
important for teachers to be able to interpret and understand speech pathologists’ reports 
and then provide the necessary support and instruction (Fielding–Barnsley & Purdie, 2005).  
 
In 2001, Bos et al. (2001) surveyed 252 pre-service teachers and 286 in-service teachers (K-3 
teachers) using two questionnaires to determine the linguistic knowledge of early childhood 
teachers.  Their study was based largely on Moats’ study (1994), however, this study 
gathered information from pre-service teachers and in-service teachers. For the pre-service 
teachers both of the assessments were administered after they had completed their reading 
courses at University and the in-service teachers were given both of the surveys before they 
attended professional development.  To determine the participating teachers’ knowledge 
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and understanding of the structures of language, phonological awareness and phonics Bos 
et al. (2001) developed a survey titled, Teacher Knowledge Assessment: Structure of 
Language, which was based on Moats’ 1994, Informal Survey of Linguistic Knowledge (Bos et 
al., 2001). The Teacher Knowledge Assessment survey consisted of 20 multiple choice 
questions and the results reported that just over half (53%) of the pre-service teachers and 
60% of the in-service teachers answered half of the questions about phonological 
awareness and phonics in the Teacher Knowledge Assessment incorrectly.   
Fifty percent of the inservice educators missed three of the eight items related to 
phonics and five of the twelve items related to phonological awareness.  The missed 
phonics items included silent letters, digraphs, and the definition of phonics.  More 
than 50 percent of the inservice educators correctly segmented a word that had two 
sounds but incorrectly segmented words that had four sounds, could not identify the 
second sound in ‘queen’; could not identify voiced and unvoiced consonants, and 
confused teaching phonological awareness with teaching letter/sound 
correspondences...More than 50 percent of the inservice teachers identified deletion, 
segmentation, and blending tasks (Bos et al., 2001, p.110). 
 
The teachers were also given a survey to determine their perceptions about teaching 
reading and spelling called, ‘Teacher Perceptions About Early Reading and Spelling’ which 
was based on DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile (1985).  In this survey the 
teachers were asked to answer each of the 15 questions using a six point Likert scale which 
ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). Bos et al. (2001) noted that out of 
the in-service teachers “those who favoured an explicit approach felt more prepared to 
teach all children, struggling readers, and phonological awareness and phonics” (p.115).  It is 
interesting to note, however, that both pre-service and in-service teachers demonstrated 
positive views towards both implicit and explicit instruction and that they generally did not 
favour one theoretical orientation towards reading instruction.   
 
Bos et al. (2001) noted that the findings from their study (which were based on Moats’ 1994 
study) are similar to conclusions made by Moats (1994).  Although there have been many 
National policies, changes in legislation, initiatives and research studies in America  with 
regards to improving literacy levels and literacy instruction in schools “many teachers are 
confused about the differences between phonological awareness and phonics and would be 
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limited in their skills to teach reading explicitly to children who struggle” (Bos et al., 2001, 
p.117).   
 
Australian researchers, Fielding-Barnsley and Purdie (2005) conducted a study in 
Queensland, Australia to determine teachers’ knowledge of phonology, syllables and 
morphology.  The sample consisted of 340 teachers (93 pre-service teachers in their last 
year of study; 209 primary in-service teachers; and 38 special education teachers with 
specialist tertiary qualifications). The teacher attitude survey consisted of 10 multiple choice 
questions and it was adapted from Moats (1994) Survey of linguistic knowledge.  The results 
reported that the mean was 6.12, with only 24.1% of teachers accurately identifying the 
number of speech sounds (phonemes) in a specific word (Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005). 
The researchers were surprised that there wasn’t a correlation between the level of the 
teachers’ knowledge and their teaching experience. Fielding-Barnsley and Purdie were 
expecting that more experienced teachers would have more knowledge due to attending 
more professional development and general classroom experience.  
 
The overall results from this study reflect the findings from other studies which have also 
assessed teachers’ knowledge in reading instruction (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; 
Cunningham et al., 2004; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Moats, 1994, 2009a, 2009b; 
Moats & Foorman, 2003. Similar findings were reported in 2008 by Spencer and colleagues 
where 109 Kindergarten teachers, 112 Year 1 teachers, 160 speech-language pathologists, 
100 reading teachers and 60 special education teachers were surveyed to determine their 
knowledge and understanding of phonemic awareness.  Each participant was given a survey, 
which was also adapted from Moats’ survey (2000), to assess their phonemic awareness 
skill. The assessment consisted of three parts; phoneme segmentation (20 questions), 
phoneme identification (5 questions), and phoneme isolation (6 questions).  A total score of 
47 was given as well as an analysis of performances in each of the three different sections.  
The results from the survey reported that overall, the speech-language pathologists 
demonstrated superior knowledge with a mean score of 37.34 compared to an average 
score of 29.47 for Kindergarten teachers.  Only 55% of teachers correctly identified that 
there are 4 speech sounds in the word stop, whereas 89% of the speech-language 
pathologists answered that question correctly (Spencer et al., 2008).     
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The researchers noted that they expected the speech-language pathologists to perform 
better due to the more intense focus on language and word structure in their degree.  The 
results reported that the Kindergarten and Year 1 teachers performed better in the survey 
than the reading teachers and special education teachers, which was surprising to the 
researchers. The American researchers were surprised with this finding as they anticipated 
that the reading teachers and special education teachers would perform better on the 
survey due to their more specialised training (Spencer et al., 2008).  Spencer et al. (2008) 
suggested that speech-language pathologists be included in schools’ planning, delivery, 
instruction and intervention reading programs as they are more likely to be able to provide 
scientifically based instruction knowledge in effective reading instruction.    
 
It is important to establish what teachers should know about teaching reading, phonological 
awareness and phonics and what they currently know as this information can assist with 
providing effective professional development programs for teachers and Snow, Burns and 
Griffin (1998) state that “the primary school teacher’s knowledge and experience, as well as 
the support provided to the teacher, are central to achieving the goal of primary prevention 
of reading difficulties” (p.10).  
 
 2.81 Teacher efficacy and knowledge calibration   
 
Teachers have been reported as perceiving their knowledge and understanding about 
phonological awareness and phonics as higher than it actually is (Cunningham et al., 2004; 
Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009; Moats, 2009a).  Cunningham, Zibulsky and Callahan 
(2009), cited one of the earliest studies that investigated teachers’ knowledge and 
perceptions about their teaching of reading by Lyon, Vaaseen and Toomey in 1989 where 
initially teachers reported that overall they felt well prepared to teach reading as they had 
done well at university in this area.  However, when discussed further, it became evident 
that these teachers had a false perception about their ability and knowledge in teaching 
beginning reading.  It became evident, through the research, that these teachers were not 
provided with information about explicit and effective instructional methods or given 
information about differentiating instruction during their pre-service teacher education or 
other professional development (Cunningham Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009).   
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Cunningham et al. (2004) conducted a large study of 722, K-3 teachers to determine 
teachers’ knowledge about early literacy and more specifically the difference between their 
actual knowledge, about phoneme awareness and phonics, and their perceived knowledge.  
The results revealed that although teachers had a limited knowledge of phonics and 
phoneme awareness the majority of these teachers indicated that they had strong levels of 
knowledge and understanding (p.139). Cunningham and colleagues referred to this as 
knowledge calibration, which is the ability or awareness to determine what you do know 
and what you do not know.  In their research they found that overall the teachers were 
“poorly calibrated in the domains of phoneme awareness and phonics” (p.140).  
 
Cunningham and colleagues concluded that teachers’ self-evaluations of their knowledge 
were not very reliable.  Interestingly they reported that it was the teachers who stated that 
they did not know a lot about phonics actually knew more than the teachers who rated 
themselves as being strong in their knowledge of phonics.  Their study demonstrated that 
teachers are often unaware of what they do not know, especially when it comes to 
phonological awareness and phonics. This could be at the heart of the problem as to why 
teachers lack the necessary knowledge to be able to teach reading effectively, or seek new 
information on reading instruction (Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009; Fielding-
Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; Moats, 2009b; T. Smith, 2008).   
 
 2.82 Pre-Service teacher education 
 
The reported lack of knowledge and confidence in pre-service teachers and graduates when 
it comes to teaching reading, particularly in early childhood education is an important part 
of this discussion as it is highlighted in many of the relevant studies and reports on reading 
as being a contributing factor to poor teacher knowledge  (Binks-Cantrell, Joshi & 
Washburn, 2012; Brady, et al., 2009; Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009; DEST, 1998, 
2005; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; Joshi et al., 2009a, 2009b; Moats, 2009a, 2009b; 
Podhajski et al., 2009; Rose, 2006; T. Smith, 2008; Sturtz, 2009).  Leader-Janssen and Rankin-
Erickson (2013) cite Phelps and Schilling’s research in 2004 where they suggest that one of 
the reasons that teachers may be leaving teacher training institutions with a lack of 
knowledge on how to teach reading may be due to the fact that pre-service teachers’ 
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training tends to focus more on knowledge of the curriculum, rather than teaching the pre-
service teachers what and how to teach beginning reading skills, including phonological 
awareness and phonics.  
 
Australian researchers, Louden and Rohl (2006) investigated beginning teachers’ 
preparedness to teach literacy through surveys and focus groups which included 
participants from three groups: teacher educators, senior teaching staff and beginning 
teachers in Australian primary and secondary schools. Senior teachers and teacher 
educators revealed that they were concerned about beginning teachers’ personal literacy 
skills and their ability to cater effectively for students with diverse needs, especially students 
where English is a second language. The beginning teachers acknowledged that while there 
were gaps in their literacy knowledge (particularly with regards to teaching grammar, 
spelling and phonics), overall they held a positive view towards their university teaching 
degree with regards to how well prepared they felt to teach literacy on a general level.  
Louden and Rohl caution readers to be careful when considering reports, media headlines 
and claims that teachers are not being adequately prepared to teach, and stress that many 
different factors must be considered when examining teacher preparedness and abilities of 
beginning teachers. In their introduction, Louden and Rohl provide readers with background 
information about teacher education in Australia and state that students studying a four 
year teaching degree “typically take two or more units with a literacy focus...” (p.66). The 
length of time pre-service teachers spend on teaching literacy at university has been a point 
of discussion in other research on teacher preparedness (Rohl & Greaves, 2005). 
 
The Australian NITL (DEST, 2005), the UK Rose Report (Rose, 2006), and the US publications, 
Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Griffin & Burns, 1998) and the NRP 
(NRP, 2000) all emphasised the importance of improving pre-service teacher education and 
providing in-service teachers with the necessary evidence based professional development 
in order to improve teacher knowledge about teaching beginning reading in a systematic, 
direct and explicit manner (Joshi et al., 2009a). However, many studies since the release of 
the reports have reflected that many pre-service and in-service teachers are still not 
knowledgeable about the most effective methods of instruction for teaching beginning skills 
or the knowledge to teach phonological awareness, phoneme awareness and phonics 
80 
 
(Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen, 2012; Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; 
Cheesman, et al., 2009; Cunningham et al., 2004; Fielding & Barnsley, 2005; Joshi et al., 
2009a, 2009b; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; Moats, 2009b; Spencer et al., 2008).    
 
Researchers suggest that if pre-service teacher education programs can be improved to 
include more substantial units/courses in metalinguistics then teachers should be more 
knowledgeable about teaching early precursory reading skills (Bos et al., 2001; Cunningham 
et al., 2004; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; Moats, 2009a, 2009b; Spencer et al., 2008). Essentially 
not enough time is allocated for pre-service teachers to be able to grasp the content 
knowledge required to be able to teach phonological awareness and phonics effectively and 
confidently (Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009; DEST, 1998; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; 
Moats, 2009a, 2009b; Rose, 2006; Spencer et al., 2008).  In Australia, the NITL (DEST, 2005) 
reported that pre-service teachers on average spent less than 10% of their time studying (in 
compulsory units) how to teach reading (DEST, 2005).  
 
Cunningham et al. (2004) and Podhajski et al. (2009) noted that universities and educational 
training centres are not providing the how and what to teach in phonological awareness and 
early reading instruction.  Beginning teachers are therefore leaving University with limited 
knowledge with regards to how, what and when to teach phonological awareness and 
phonics effectively to young children and consequently children are not going to receive 
systematic, explicit and direct instruction in these skills. As Binks-Cantrell et al. (2012) 
report, universities are not adequately preparing pre-service teachers to teach reading 
which has a direct impact on their future students as “one cannot teach what one does not 
know” (p.527).  Fielding-Barnsley and Purdie (2005), note that improving pre-service teacher 
education could play an important part in reducing the number of children that experience 
reading difficulties.  The NITL (DEST, 2005) report also included recommendations to 
improve the teaching of reading that a “national program of literacy action be established 
to: promote research into the most effective teaching practices to be used when preparing 
pre-service teachers” (DEST, 2005, p.59).  Moats (2009) cites a study by Hill in 2000, where 
interviews were conducted with pre-service teachers at four major American universities 
and not surprisingly the majority of them felt under-prepared to teach children with reading 
difficulties.  In 2012, Donnelly, the director of the Education Standards Institute and an 
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experienced teacher, commented in an article in The Australian newspaper that he believed 
that pre-service teachers were still not being provided with the necessary content 
knowledge and skills required to teach beginning readers using research based evidence 
strategies and instructional methods.   
 
Another aspect of improving pre-service teacher education is the knowledge of the literacy 
instructors/lecturers at universities. American researchers, Joshi et al. (2009a) suggested 
that there may be two reasons why pre-service teachers do not have adequate knowledge 
of linguistic concepts to be able to effectively teaching reading; “a lack of attention given to 
such concepts by teacher educators...and a lack of relevant information provided in the 
textbooks used in college courses” (p.458).  Research findings reported by Joshi et al. 
(2009a) found after surveying 78 language instructors in teaching institutes that overall they 
understood syllables but performed poorly on questions that specifically related to 
phonemes and morphemes. This has obvious consequences for the pre-service teachers 
attending their units on teaching literacy (Lyon & Weiser, 2009).   
 
More recently, Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen (2012) conducted research which 
investigated the knowledge and understanding of university teacher educators who teach 
reading to pre-service teachers in early childhood teaching degrees and the impact that 
their level of knowledge has on their pre-service teachers with regards to whether they had 
received professional development or not as part of the study.  The results concurred with 
the researchers’ hypothesis that “teacher educators with a higher/lower understanding of 
basic language constructs will also have teacher candidates with a higher/lower 
understanding” (p.534).  Both the teacher educators and their respective teacher candidates 
achieved higher mean scores on the teacher knowledge survey, developed by the 
researchers, for each category except ‘phonological’ than their counterpart participants that 
did not receive professional development.  Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, Joshi & Hougen (2012) 
suggest that further research which investigates the knowledge of teacher educators “could 
be vital to improving the high incidence of reading difficulties and low reading achievement 
seen in U.S. schools today” (p.534).  Their research is summarised in the following 
statement: 
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 Teacher educators who lack a thorough understanding of basic language constructs 
 were unable to give this knowledge to their teacher candidates, and teacher educators 
 with a higher understanding were more likely to pass on this understanding to their 
 teacher candidates; this validates the Peter Effect in reading teacher education 
 (p.534). 
 
Joshi and colleagues (2009a) also noted that many university textbooks do not provide 
enough information on the five pillars of reading (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary and comprehension) outlined in the NRP (NRP, 2000) or instructional methods of 
teaching these effectively.  Seventeen textbooks were reviewed by Joshi and colleagues in 
terms of whether the 5 pillars of reading were all included in the textbook and whether the 
definitions in these textbooks matched the ones provided by the NRP (NRP, 2000).  The 
amount of coverage that was given to the 5 pillars of reading was also determined with 16 
of the 17 textbooks analysed including less than 50% on the 5 pillars in the whole textbook 
and the last one including 60% of the content on the 5 pillars (Joshi et al., 2009a).   
 Some noteworthy findings were that 4 textbooks did not cover the topics of phonemic 
 awareness and phonics, which are considered basic building blocks of linguistics and 
 literacy acquisition.  One of the textbooks, used in 84 University courses, devoted only 
 10% of the entire volume to the five components of reading, and another textbook, 
 adopted by 91 universities, did not cover phonemic awareness and fluency” (Joshi et 
 al., 2009a, p.460).   
 
These findings perhaps reflect why pre-service teachers are not well prepared in terms of 
their knowledge and understanding of how to teach reading as their textbooks either aren’t 
including all of the 5 pillars of reading; phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary 
and comprehension, or there is less than 50% of the textbook which provides this 
information (Joshi et al., 2009a).   
 
Moats (2009a), DEST (2005) and Lyon and Weiser (2009) noted that universities should be 
under more pressure to incorporate scientifically based reading instruction programs in 
their literacy units so that pre-service teachers are given research-evidence based best 
practice information regarding literacy instruction.  The Australian NITL (DEST, 2005) also 
made reference to the fact that university teacher education degrees are not uniform across 
Australia and that this should also be reviewed so that all graduating teachers in Australia 
receive the same information about reading instruction that is based on sound research.  
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Australian researchers and lecturers, Rohl and Greaves (2005) cited research by White and 
Elkins (2000) which also parallels the findings of the NITL as “their data showed that there 
was no structural uniformity in preservice courses across Australia, and no guarantee that 
all preservice teachers have a minimum level of knowledge or preparation to teach diverse 
learners” (p.3). Rohl and Greaves also note that prior research which has investigated 
teacher education effectiveness has been of a descriptive nature rather than empirical 
research and caution that many claims which have been made about teacher education are 
often substantive and not based on empirical data.  To emphasise the lack of strong 
empirical research on teacher preparation effectiveness, they cite a major American report 
on Teacher Preparation by Wilson, Floden and Ferrini-Mundy (2001) which reported that 
“overall the research base concerning teacher preparation is relatively thin” (Wilson, Floden 
and Ferrini-Mundy, 2001, p. i) due to the fact that there are so many different opinions 
about what defines effective teacher preparation.   
 
It stands to reason that if university literacy educators are not knowledgeable in the basic 
structures of language and phonology or knowledgeable on current research-based best 
practice in beginning reading instruction then new graduates will not be confident or 
knowledgeable about these aspects of teaching reading either. “These findings beg the 
question that if greater knowledge of and expertise in reading development, assessment, 
and instruction are to be expected among our nation’s teachers, who will provide that 
expertise?” (Lyon & Weiser, 2009, p.478). 
 
While it has been widely reported about pre-service teachers not properly being prepared 
to teach beginning reading, increasing focus is now being placed on the fact that universities 
are not teaching pre-service teachers about effective methods of instruction, specifically 
Direct Instruction and explicit instruction (Fleming, 2013) which both improve student 
achievement (T. Smith, 2008). In 2012 American researchers, Binks-Cantrell, Washburn, 
Joshi and Hougen investigated the knowledge of teacher educators at universities and their 
respective Teacher Candidates and raised an important point about teacher knowledge and 
instruction stating that “it is important to note that knowledge alone does not seem to 
improve students’ reading achievement - teachers must also apply it in their instruction” 
(p.528). Therefore, it is vital that universities prepare pre-service teachers not only with the 
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necessary knowledge and understanding of beginning reading skills, but also with the 
knowledge and understanding of the most effective methods of instruction, including Direct 
Instruction and explicit instruction.  
 
In a radio interview conducted by Amanda Vanstone on ABC radio, John Fleming stated that 
Australian universities have not kept up to date with what the research tells us about what 
works in improving student achievement and that pre-service teachers have been told that 
the teachers’ role is that of a facilitator and that children construct their own knowledge 
(Fleming, 2013).  Fleming then discussed the fact that pre-service teacher education should 
include explicit instruction in their programs as this is what the research has proven to be 
effective in improving students’ success at school (Fleming, 2013).   
 
2.9 Professional Development 
 
Researchers, educators, literacy policies and initiatives have emphasised the importance of 
teachers being knowledgeable about scientifically based reading instruction and being able 
to attend relevant and research based professional development (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 
2011; DEST, 1998, 2005; Moats, 2009a; Rose, 2006; Spencer et al., 2008).  The recent 
worldwide focus on improving literacy and reading instruction, specifically the focus on 
phonics instruction, has led to an increased interest in providing teachers with evidence 
based research professional development (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; DEST, 1998, 2005; 
Moats, 2009a; Rose, 2006; Spencer et al., 2008).   
 
Professional development is primarily concerned with changing teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, 
knowledge and practices (Elmore & Burney, 1999; Guskey, 1986, 2002a; Tayler, 2010). 
However, it has been reported that professional development is often ineffective as it does 
not promote sustainable changes to teachers’ practices (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Guskey, 
2002a). Professional development or professional learning has occurred in America since 
the early 19th Century and it is still often criticized and seen as largely ineffective in 
generating long-term changes to teachers’ practices (Guskey, 1986). In 1957 Corey, as cited 
in Guskey (1986), reflected that “...inservice education is uninspiring and ineffective” (p.5).    
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In more recent years, researchers report that traditionally professional development 
workshops have been disconnected, superficial and fragmented (Ball & Cohen, 1999; 
Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Gray, 2008; Hawley & Valli, 1999; Putman et al., 2009).  Putman 
et al. (2009) highlight some common concerns; 
 Traditionally, professional development for teachers has been delivered in the form of 
 a short, often half-day, inservice meeting designed to present a specific strategy or 
 teaching method with little follow-up regarding implementation...the lack of focus and 
 follow-up on classroom application frequently produced limited or no change in actual 
 classroom practice (p.208).   
 
Many teachers would attest to having shelves full of professional development handouts 
which outline the latest suggested program or framework to use to improve their teaching 
and students’ performance.  Professional development seminars and workshops can provide 
teachers with motivation and enthusiasm; however, this can be brief as they head back to 
the classroom and back to the restraints of time, school systems and teaching loads. The 
reality is that teachers often go straight back to their regular ways of teaching (Ball & Cohen, 
1999; Hawley & Valli, 1999; Putman et al., 2009). McCutchen et al. (2002), Putman et al. 
(2009) and Wilder & Jacobsen (2010) reinforce this by reporting that one-day professional 
development seminars are unlikely to make lasting changes on teachers’ pedagogy, 
knowledge or instruction. Therefore, regular and on-going professional development must 
be established for it to be effective in terms of teachers making changes to their practice 
and keeping up to date with evidence based research in literacy and the teaching of reading 
(DEST, 1998, 2005). 
 
Guskey (2002a) identified that there are three aims of professional development; (1) to 
change teachers’ practices in the classroom; (2) to change teachers’ attitudes and beliefs; 
and (3) to improve the learning outcomes of students.  Putman et al. (2009) reported that 
although professional development is seen to be generally effective in improving teaching 
practices it is only fairly recently that research has begun to investigate the extent of its 
impact on teachers’ literacy instruction.  This is precisely the aim of this research study - to 
investigate the impact of the professional development model on teachers’ instruction, 
their beliefs about reading instruction and their knowledge.   
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In 1986 Guskey developed, a Model of the Process of Teacher Change to illustrate the 
process of teacher change with regards to professional development and how it can impact 
on changing teachers’ practices, student learning outcomes and changes to teachers’ beliefs 
and attitudes. Guskey’s model “suggest a temporal sequence of events that is hypothesized 
to typify the process from staff development to enduring change in teachers’ perceptions 
and attitudes” (Guskey, 1986, p.5).  He revised the 1986 model in 2002 (Guskey, 2002a) with 
only one change to the wording in the first stage from ‘staff development’ to ‘professional 
development’ (Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2. A Model of Teacher Change  
 
 
 
 
  
  
(Guskey, 2002a, p.383) 
 
 2.91 Factors influencing the receptivity of professional development 
 
Researchers have identified that there are many factors which can influence the receptivity 
of professional development by teachers and administrative staff, such as; the school 
policies; school support; teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction; teachers’ self efficacy; 
their motivation to participate in the professional development; their understanding of the 
content provided in the professional development; and their intention to try the new skills 
and implement them into their classroom teaching (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Guskey, 
2002a, 2002b; Putman et al., 2009; Ramey & Ramey, 2008; T. Smith, 2008).   
 
Guskey (2002a) and T. Smith (2008) noted that the theoretical basis that the professional 
development is based on will affect the teachers’ attitudes and reception towards the 
professional development. Professional development on reading instruction in the past has 
usually been presented from either a whole language or a phonics/decoding based 
Professional 
Development 
Change in 
TEACHERS’ 
CLASSROOM 
PRACTICES 
Change in 
STUDENT 
LEARNING 
OUTCOMES 
Change in 
TEACHERS’ 
BELIEFS & 
ATTITUDES 
87 
 
approach (T. Smith, 2008) and the teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction will influence 
their receptivity and participation in the professional development and whether they 
implement the skills or information presented and the extent to which they do this, or 
whether they implement the skills presented at all.    
 
T. Smith (2008) states that teachers’ receptivity to professional development is influenced 
by many factors including; their attitudes towards professional development; their prior 
attitudes towards the instructional approaches offered in the professional development; 
their attitudes about the specific professional development being offered and whether they 
are interested or see it is as valuable; their self-efficacy of their teaching ability; their 
motivation to participate in the professional development (both internal and external); and 
lastly their intention to implement the skills or knowledge learned in the professional 
development in their classrooms.  Smith also identified that teachers’ pre-existing beliefs 
and attitudes about reading instruction may hinder their ability to identify differences 
between their current practices and what is being presented at the professional 
development. Therefore, Smith suggests that it is beneficial to identify teachers’ beliefs and 
attitudes prior to planning and conducting professional development if it is to be effective 
and promote sustainable changes in teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and instructional 
practices.    
 
Putman, Smith and Cassady (2009) investigated changes to teachers’ reading instructional 
practices using a teaching model that they created, called INTENT which focuses on the 
teachers’ motivation and intent to change their instruction. The INTENT model “was created 
to provide a method of professional development aimed at promoting change in the 
instructional practices of reading teachers” (p.207).  The purpose of this model is to address 
the motivation of teachers’ to change their reading instruction based on evidence based 
professional development. Putman et al. (2009) found that there were clear differences 
between teachers that had the intent to make changes in their reading instructions as they 
were the teachers that continued to implement the changes after the professional 
development and supports were completed (i.e. coaching, observations and mentoring) as 
well as differentiating the instruction to cater for the different abilities and needs of their 
students.  The teachers that displayed characteristics of ‘non-intention’ returned to their 
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original instructional practices once the support was removed and then they also went back 
to using standard textbooks to teach. Putman and colleagues (2009) concluded that their 
experiences with professional development programs were more likely to fail if they did not 
“help foster the will or intent to change behaviour” (p.210). They also raised an important 
point about many teachers possibly resenting attending professional development due to 
school administration and policy pressures as this can impact on their intentions and 
motivation towards the professional development and whether they will participate with 
the intention of changing or improving their knowledge or skills.  
 
American researchers Ramey and Ramey (2008) spent over 30 years in early childhood 
education and professional development and they agree that several factors are involved 
with regards to the effectiveness of professional development.  Ramey and Ramey suggest 
that professional development organisers and presenters should always acknowledge and 
take into consideration the teachers’ different abilities, knowledge and experience or 
expertise (if known beforehand) as these factors will greatly influence the teachers’ 
participation and receptiveness to the professional development.   
 
Teachers participating in professional development will always have a wide range of 
characteristics and these need to be considered when making decisions “about the content, 
format and intensity of PD provided” (Ramey & Ramey, 2008, p.46) otherwise the 
professional development could be a repetition of known knowledge or conversely the 
introduction of something completely new that will require more time than anticipated.  
Ramey and Ramey included a model which includes the 4 major dimensions of 
characteristics of participants that will attend professional development; (1) demographic 
and experiential characteristics; (2) attitudinal and motivational characteristics, (3) 
behavioural skills and job performance and (4) informational and knowledge base (Ramey & 
Ramey, 2008, p.47) as illustrated in Figure 3.  These four dimensions of characteristics have 
been acknowledged and deliberately considered in the present study when designing the 
methodology and research questions.   
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Figure 3. The relationships of characteristics of participants in professional development 
(PD) to behavioural skills and job performance  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Successful and effective professional development should focus on specific classroom 
examples and provide demonstrations to teachers, in front of children if possible, rather 
than just describing the concept or teaching technique (Putman et al., 2009). If professional 
development presenters provide practical demonstrations to the teachers it can increase 
the teachers’ engagement, receptiveness to the professional development and future 
willingness to practice the skills (Putman, et al., 2009).  Opportunities to see new strategies 
modelled by experts or coaches as well as having opportunities to practice it and then be 
provided with feedback regularly improves teachers’ efficacy and prolonged use of the new 
strategy. These elements of effective professional development are supported by Carlisle 
and Berebitsky (2011), Elmore and Burney (1999), Grace et al. (2008), Hawley and Valli 
(1999), and Sykes (1999) and can be implemented by including literacy coaching as part of a 
professional development model. 
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 2.92 Literacy coaching as a component of professional development  
 
Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) note that literacy coaching is now considered to be an 
effective way of providing on-going support and mentoring to teachers as a component of 
professional development which enhances the sustainability of implementing the newly 
acquired knowledge or skills. Opportunities for regular peer collaboration and interaction 
with experts, as part of the literacy coaching and professional development, is also noted as 
being beneficial to bring about long-term changes to teachers’ practice in their classrooms 
(Grace et al., 2008; Podhajski et al., 2009). Putman et al. (2009) also believe that 
instructional change can be sustained through continual support and contact.   
 
Marchand-Martella et al. (2004) discuss the role of coaching as a part of professional 
development and the importance of the coach providing demonstrations in front of classes 
of children so that teachers can actually see how to implement a new program or different 
instructional methods rather than just being told about it in a professional development 
seminar.  The importance of then allowing the teacher to be observed and provided with 
specific feedback with regards to the instruction or content is very beneficial as it allows the 
teachers to make the changes.  The feedback that can then be provided is effective as it is 
immediate, specific, and provided by a credible source (the expert) (Marchand-Martella et 
al., 2004).   
 
Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) cited a study by Carlisle, Katz and Cortina in 2010 where 
professional development models included literacy coaching with a group of first grade 
teachers and it was reported that the teachers improved in their instructional methods for 
teaching reading. “These results suggest the possibility that literacy coaching, combined 
with a substantive program to improve teachers’ knowledge about reading, might influence 
teachers to adopt instructional practices introduced in the professional development 
program and lead to gains in students’ reading” (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011, p.777).   
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 2.93 Evaluation of professional development 
 
Putman et al. (2009) stated that it is “...critical to examine how effective professional 
development can transform teaching practices and help all students succeed in learning to 
read” (p.208). Guskey (2002b) suggests that organisers and presenters can evaluate the 
effectiveness of professional development through collecting and analysing information on 
five different levels.  The first level of inquiry entails gathering data from the participants 
after the professional development to ascertain whether they liked the professional 
development and other general questions such as whether the information was useful and 
well presented.   
 
The second level of evaluation should focus on gathering data and measuring whether the 
participants gained knowledge and or skills (Guskey, 2002b). Several researchers 
investigated the effectiveness of professional development on teacher knowledge through 
administering teacher knowledge surveys both before and after professional development 
(Brady, et al., 2009; McCutchen et al., 2002; Podhajski et al., 2009; T. Smith, 2008). 
 
Level three of the evaluation focuses on the organisational support of a school.  “Lack of 
organisation support and change can sabotage any professional development effort, even 
when all the individual aspects of professional development are done right” (Guskey, 2002b, 
p.47).  Guskey notes that sometimes the lack of success of professional development may 
be as a result of “...organisational policies that undermine implementation efforts” (Guskey, 
2002b, p.47; Carlisle and Berebitsky, 2011).   
 Did the professional development activities promote changes that were aligned with 
 the mission of the school and district? Were changes at the individual level 
 encouraged and supported at all levels? Were sufficient resources made available, 
 including time for sharing and reflection? Were successes recognised and shared? 
 Issues such as these can play a large part in determining the success of any 
 professional development effort (Guskey, 2002b, p.47).  
 
The present research aimed to ensure that all of the administration (Principals and Deputy 
Principals) staff understood the premise behind the research study and the commitment 
and involvement of the teachers participating in the study prior to the commencement.  It is 
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important that a school has leaders that are focussed on continually improving their 
teachers’ instruction (Neumerski, 2012). The administrative staffs at participating schools 
for the present study were informed of the intention of the research; teachers would be 
provided with professional development (including coaching, mentoring and feedback) 
based on evidence based research on direct instruction in teaching phonological awareness 
and phonics, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), an approach to systematic phonological 
awareness and decoding instruction, which provides the instructor with the explicit 
language of instruction.  It was very important to clearly explain the intentions and basis of 
this research to the administrative staff before they gave their permission to include their 
school and their teachers in this research as T. Smith (2008) noted that if the professional 
development is promoted as being something different to the beliefs that are held by the 
teachers this can impact on the effectiveness of the professional development.    
 
Level four of the evaluation of professional development determines the extent of the use 
of the participants’ newly acquired knowledge and skills.  Guskey (2002b) suggests that for 
this data to be valid, a period of time must pass after the professional development before 
gathering this evaluation information in order to allow the participants time to practice and 
implement the skills and knowledge and include them in their teaching repertoire. Putman 
et al. (2009) agree, stating that “extended time periods are often required before the effects 
of professional development are visible” (p.208).   
 
The fifth level of evaluation on professional development focuses on the effect on student 
learning (Guskey, 2002b).  Putman et al. (2009) also place importance on evaluating the 
impact of professional development on student performance and learning. Guskey (2002b) 
describes this phase of evaluation as gathering and analysing data on whether the intended 
goals of the professional development can be seen in the improvement of student learning.   
 
Guskey (2002b) suggests that researchers and professional development organisers and 
presenters should be cautious when evaluating professional development in terms of trying 
to measure its effectiveness and stating that it is solely responsible for the improvement in 
students’ learning.  He suggests that researchers and professional development organisers 
and presenters recognise and acknowledge that schools are often implementing many 
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different strategies and policies at the same time and that one professional development 
activity cannot be categorically stated as the source of the improvement due to the many 
different variables occurring in schools (Guskey, 2002b).  Putman et al. (2009) describe that 
“...the difficulty in accurately measuring the effects of professional development on 
behaviour and student outcomes due to the mediating influences of context, teacher 
beliefs, and school leadership” is one of the reasons that professional development has not 
received as much attention in the research as literacy and reading research (p.208).  
However, Guskey (2002b) states that you can collect worthwhile evidence about the 
effectiveness of professional development in terms of specific gains and that this should be 
collected pre and post- test over a period of time.  
 
T. Smith (2008) stated that it may be helpful to ascertain the teachers’ attitudes towards 
professional development when evaluating the effectiveness of professional development.  
“Teachers who embrace continued learning may be more open to learning, whereas those 
who believe it is not necessary, perhaps because they feel they have had enough prior 
instruction may participate reluctantly and learn less” (p.14).   
 
2.10  Summary 
 
 
The research reviewed from Australia, the United Kingdom and the United States report 
that teachers possess limited knowledge and understanding of phonological awareness and 
phonics even though these aspects of decoding are included in curriculum documents for 
teaching beginning reading. The literature also emphasises the need for these skills to be 
taught systematically and explicitly, with Direct Instruction being promoted as one form of 
effective instruction. For changes to occur in teachers’ knowledge, understanding and 
instructional practices when teaching these precursory reading skills, professional 
development must be tailored to promote sustainable changes in these three aspects.  
Professional development plays an important role in improving teachers’ knowledge, 
understanding and instruction with regards to teaching reading.  However, as noted, 
professional development is not always effective in promoting sustainable changes. Various 
factors impact on the effectiveness of professional development including: the teachers’ 
receptivity to professional development, the content, the teachers’ intent to change, the 
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perceived need for the professional development, and whether or not there are supports in 
place to allow the teachers to make sustainable changes in their teaching.  
 
The primary focus for the present study was to evaluate the effectiveness of a professional 
development model on teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices 
when teaching specific aspects of reading, namely phonological awareness and phonics and 
the theoretical assumptions on which the study is based follows in the next chapter.  
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3.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
The theoretical framework that underpins this research is primarily based on the process of 
teacher change, in terms of their knowledge, beliefs and most importantly, changes in their 
instruction when teaching beginning reading.  Guskey’s (2002a) Model of Teacher Change 
was carefully considered when choosing and implementing the two theoretical frameworks 
on which the professional development is built upon, Ramey and Ramey’s (2008) Knowledge 
Application, Information, Systems (KAIS) model of professional development, and 
Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) Theory of Instruction. Figure 4 provides a visual 
presentation of both of the theoretical frameworks together.  
 
Figure 4.   KAIS model of Professional Development and The Theory of Instruction 
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The central theme in the present study was to determine the impact of a professional 
development model on teachers’ knowledge and instruction in teaching beginning reading 
skills.  The literature reviewed revealed that there are several factors which determine the 
effectiveness of professional development and the effectiveness of teachers’ instruction if 
they use explicit, systematic and direct instruction in teaching phonological awareness and 
phonics.  Therefore it was vital that a professional development model was chosen as a 
theoretical framework to ensure that the methodology was based on relevant evidence-
based research. The Knowledge Application and Information Systems (KAIS) theory of 
professional development was chosen for the first theoretical framework (Ramey & Ramey, 
2008) with the integration of the principles of a Formative Assessment Model (Hamre et al., 
2008).  The content of the professional development was also based on the findings from 
the research reviewed as the evidence reports that beginning reading skills, specifically 
phonological awareness and phonics be taught in an explicit, systematic and direct manner. 
The participants were provided with an instructional tool, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), 
which is based upon the principles of the Theory of Instruction (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991) 
and the knowledge and instructional skills to make more effective choices for teaching 
phonological awareness and phonics.  Therefore, the second theoretical framework includes 
the model of the Theory of Instruction and Let’s Decode.   
 
3.1 Theory of Instruction-Centred approaches and Let’s Decode   
 
Teachers make instructional choices continually throughout the day, whether they are 
conscious or unconscious decisions. The literature provides evidence that the type of 
instruction teachers chose to teach the beginning reading skills necessary for decoding, such 
as phonological awareness and phonics has a major impact on the effectiveness of their 
teaching (Baumann et al., 1998; Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990; Carnine et al., 2010; 
Joshi et al., 2009a, 2009b; NRP, 2000).  The Theory of Instruction (Engelmann & Carnine, 
1991) was chosen as the instructional approach in the present study as it provides teachers 
with specific instructional elements which ensure that the teacher will be more effective in 
their instruction.  Engelmann and Carnine believe that teachers must reflect on their own 
instruction and take responsibility for making changes in their instruction if their students 
are not learning. 
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ANALYSIS OF 
COGNITIVE 
LEARNING 
 If we are humanists we begin with the obvious fact that the children we work with are 
 perfectly capable of learning anything that we can teach…We try to control for 
 variables that are potentially within our control so they facilitate learning.  We train 
 the teacher, design the program, leave nothing to chance…..We know that the 
 intellectual crippling of children is caused by faulty instruction – not by faulty children 
 (p. 376).  
 
In summary, the focus in the Theory of Instruction is the centrality of the teacher and not the 
students. The direct responsibility of students’ success is therefore unequivocally related to 
the quality of the teacher’s instruction (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991). The Theory of 
Instruction includes three converging factors which impact on the task of learning: analysis of 
behaviour; analysis of communications; and analysis of knowledge systems.  Each of the three 
converging factors on cognitive learning have been deliberately considered and implemented 
throughout the present study specifically in the instructional tool of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) and also in the elements included in the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).  
Figure 5 outlines the relationship between each of the three converging factors which impact 
on cognitive learning.   
Figure 5.  Analysis of cognitive learning  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Engelmann & Carnine, 1991, p.1) 
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 3.11           Analysis of Cognitive Learning 
 
 
In relation to the instructional model and Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) used 
in this study, understanding Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) theoretical foundations of 
cognitive learning are critically important.  First, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) is founded on 
Engelmann and Carnine’s logical analysis of stimuli for designing instructional sequences.  
Essentially this strategy governs decisions about the pre-requisite skills, knowledge and 
strategies necessary to decode words.  The design of instruction, which is by far the most 
critical feature, takes place before information is presented to students so an explanation of 
the analysis of knowledge system that underpins Let’s Decode is described.   Secondly, the 
delivery of the instruction and the aspects of instructional design that maximise the learner’s 
capacity to respond to Let’s Decode are based on Engelmann and Carnine’s analysis of 
communications and analysis of the behaviour of the learner.  Finally, the criteria on which 
the teachers’ delivery of lessons before the professional development as well as lessons 
where teachers implement Let’s Decode are also based on the following three components of 
the Analysis of Cognitive Learning as featured in the Teacher Observation Rubric (Appendix I). 
 
 3.12 Analysis of Knowledge Systems 
 
Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) analysis of knowledge systems involves analysing and 
organising the content of instruction to ensure the learner receives clear, accurate and 
unambiguous information. For example, when teaching early reading precursor skills this 
means that the skill of auditory blending is taught before students start to decode words.  The 
focus of this study is beginning literacy, however, Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) theory of 
instructional design has been applied to teaching a range of functional skills including 
expressive and receptive language, reading, spelling, mathematics and content areas of 
science and social studies (Adams & Engelmann, 1996).  Let’s Decode  (Formentin, 1993), is an 
example of the way Engelmann and Carnine’s strategy for designing effective teaching 
sequences has been used to orchestrate the simple and complex knowledge types necessary 
for students to learn to decode words, one component of reading instruction.  Figure 6 
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indicates the coverage of skills, knowledge and strategies included in Let’s Decode to teach 
decoding.   
 
Figure 6. Content of Let’s Decode pertaining to decoding instruction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) is based on Carnine, Silbert and Kameenui’s (1990) model of 
reading instruction.  Their model is underpinned by the view that learning to read is a two- 
step process:  “The acquisition of a set of sub-skills is the first step; the assimilation of those 
sub-skills into the holistic act of reading and bringing meaning to the text is the second step” 
(Carnine, Silbert and Kameenui, 1990, p. 22).  The sub-skills taught to learners in the early 
stages of reading acquisition include different knowledge forms and are presented in a 
particular order. For example, before beginning readers are taught letter-sound 
correspondences in order to decode words, they are taught the component skills of 
phonological awareness including the concept of word, rhyme, auditory blending and 
segmenting, and phonemic awareness.  This enables learners to understand the relationship 
between spoken and written language prior to applying this alphabetic principle to reading 
and spelling words.   
 
 3.13 Analysis of Communications 
 
Engelmann and Carnine’s analysis of communication focuses on the preparation and delivery 
of ‘faultless instruction’ (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991).  Instruction that is ‘faultless’ is 
designed to convey only one interpretation, and this is contingent on two factors: the content 
and the delivery of the instruction.  The design of instruction is of paramount importance 
because students must be able to induce the proper generalisations and discriminations; 
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however, the way in which instruction is communicated to students is equally important.  
Engelmann and Carnine maintained that when instructions are delivered clearly and 
unambiguously, communication can be removed as a variable impacting on students failing to 
learn. 
 
It is for this reason that the formats provided in Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) are scripted 
and carefully constructed so that they are easy for the students to understand, and they 
contain only one new skill.  Let’s Decode is a simplified version of reading instruction provided 
in Carnine et al. (1990) book, Direct Instruction Reading, because teachers found the detail of 
provided in their book  too much to follow when actually teaching.  Language used in formats 
that may not be understood is taught explicitly.  For example, the Concept of ‘Word’ format 
teaches the meaning of word so that students are able to understand and respond to later 
formats containing this vocabulary item.  The structure of the format is fixed and follows a 
clear sequence.  Whatever is to be learned is modelled by the teacher and cued as “my turn”.  
Students respond in unison with the teacher leading “everybody do it with me” and individual 
testing takes place when the teacher cues students “your turn” and then gives individual 
turns.  This procedure is the same for all formats and is designed to emphasise guided 
practice as well as promote trust between the teacher and their students.  The instructional 
sequence of model, lead, test ensures learners will not have to provide an individual response 
without the concept first being modelled by the teacher and practiced as a group. Carnine et 
al. (1997) noted that “detailed formats free teachers from design questions and enable them 
to focus their full attention on students’ performance” (p.11).  
 
The reduction of ‘teacher talk’ time with young students is an important factor in Engelmann 
and Carnine’s Theory of Instruction (1991).  Teachers implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) are instructed to follow the exact wording of formats and use the relevant signals to 
cue learner’s responses. Used in formats, signals provide clear non-verbal cues students that 
something is about to happen, a point is being emphasised, or that there is an opportunity to 
respond.  
 
The provision of immediate feedback to students is another critical component of 
communication because it either confirms the student is correctly demonstrating knowledge, 
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a strategy or a rule, or corrects the specific error the student is making.  The correction of 
errors must be precise and in order to minimise confusion, teachers implementing Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) are told explicitly how to respond to children’s incorrect answers.  
Figure 7 provides an example of the correction feedback teachers provide when using Let’s 
Decode.   
Figure 7. Let’s Decode Correction Feedback 
 
Correcting errors (Word reading) 
The basic rule is to correct every error as soon as it occurs, and include problem words in 
the next day’s word list. 
 Sound confusion errors are corrected using a limited model.  What sound?  Sound 
the word.  What word? 
 Random guessing is indicated when the child makes a mistake reading 10 percent or 
more of the words in a passage.  In this case check that the child can keep up with the pace 
you are setting, and encourage the child to attend to each letter (Formentin, 1993, p.35). 
 
 
 
 3.14          Analysis of Behaviour 
 
 
A distinctive feature of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) which is based on Engelmann and 
Carnine’s (1991) analysis of behaviour is the way instruction is presented.  Teachers often 
make the assumption that the environment is the primary variable in accounting for 
learning, and can be manipulated to maximise learning experiences (Engelmann & Carnine, 
1991).  Evidence of systems and strategies to minimise potentially negative environmental 
influences are included in the instructions to teachers implementing Let’s Decode.   
 
Teachers implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) are to present lessons that are fast 
paced to contribute to student attentiveness; reduce the chances of inappropriate 
behaviour and reduce oral responding errors.  Learners are required to respond actively to 
instructions, either in unison or individually, because this increases the amount of practice 
each child receives.  Practice is a critical variable in learning and teachers must match the 
amount of practice learners receive to their learning needs.  Too little practice will not result 
in mastery, too much will lead to problematic behaviour caused by boredom.  Unison oral 
responses also establish a non-threatening learning environment, when students do have to 
respond individually it is at the end of period of teaching and only if the teacher believes the 
student is able to provide the correct response.  Responding in unison is not only efficient 
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but allows teachers to; listen for errors in responses, observe whether students are paying 
attention, and to “watch the shape of their mouths to see if they appear to be making the 
expected response” (Formentin, 1993, p.6).   
 
In order to manage the delivery of instruction the use of signals is a feature of Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993). Teachers cue students with signals to allow students to have adequate 
thinking time before they respond, and to provide a clear signal to respond in unison.  This 
management procedure ensures all learners attend to the learning task and follow 
instructions, which in turn, maximises the impact of the instruction in the learning 
environment.  Teachers are urged to work with small groups of children based on ability 
levels, so issues of pacing and correct use of hand signals are critical to maximise student 
participation (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 1990).  
 
Finally, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) acknowledges the role teachers play in monitoring 
students’ levels of motivation and mastery of knowledge.  In short, the teacher must 
present the instruction in such a way so that students remain motivated and on task.  It is 
suggested teachers should reflect on their delivery, pacing, provision of corrective feedback 
and difficulty of content when student performance does not meet expectations.  Teachers 
are also advised to test and record students’ mastery of formats and specific knowledge 
such as letter-sound correspondences.  From careful monitoring teachers should provide 
additional instruction for students to achieve mastery.  In addition, it is suggested teachers 
monitor their own delivery of Let’s Decode formats by noting what they teach and how 
much time is devoted to this activity each day.  This ongoing review is designed to provide 
teachers with information on each student’s needs and whether they are being met and 
instructional changes should then be made accordingly.      
 
The elements of the Theory of Instruction (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991) and the instructional 
tool, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) were introduced, explained and modelled during the 
professional development workshop, and the participants were provided with on-going 
coaching, modelling and feedback throughout the year on their implementation of Let’s 
Decode and specific elements of their instruction as outlined in the Teacher Observation 
Rubric (Hammond, 2010).   
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3.2 Professional development  
 
The primary purpose of professional development is to change teachers’ beliefs, attitudes, 
knowledge and practices (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Elmore & Burney, 1999; Guskey, 1986, 
2002; Tayler, 2010).  However, as outlined in the literature review, professional 
development is not always seen to be successful or effective as there usually aren’t supports 
in place to provide sustainable changes once the professional development has finished 
(Guskey, 2002a).  Therefore, it was important to choose a professional development model 
for the present study which would promote sustainable changes to teachers’ knowledge, 
beliefs and instructional practices once the professional development finished.    
 
Foorman and Moats (2004) emphasised that teacher knowledge and early reading 
instruction can be improved when; the teachers are provided with evidence based 
professional development and teaching material; opportunities for collaboration between 
the workshop presenters and other colleagues; a supportive mentoring relationship is 
developed between the professional development presenter/expert and the teachers; and 
opportunities for practice and observations are provided where feedback can be given that 
can inform their teaching practice.  Ramey and Ramey’s (2008) professional development 
model, Knowledge Application Information Systems was chosen as the second theoretical 
framework for this study as it encompasses all of the elements reported in the relevant 
literature as being critical in providing professional development which will promote 
sustainable changes in teachers’ knowledge, beliefs, attitudes and instructional practices.  
  
Over the past 35 years, American researchers, Ramey and Ramey (2008) have developed 
and tested several early childhood education programs and professional development 
models.  Their theoretical model of professional development, Knowledge Application 
Information Systems (KAIS) has been chosen for the purpose of this research as the 
theoretical framework is based on years of extensive research in the field of early childhood 
education with a particular focus on literacy.   A particular Formative Assessment Model by 
(Hamre et al., 2008) was also incorporated in the second theoretical framework for 
professional development as it provides the practical aspects of implementing the 
professional development and ongoing coaching. 
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 3.21 Knowledge Application Information Systems  
 
Ramey and Ramey’s (2008) KAIS theory of professional development is a “practical tool in 
conceptualising, planning, providing and evaluating the effectiveness of professional 
development” (p.42). The KAIS theory of professional development is based on three 
interrelated strands; (1) Knowledge Application, (2) Information and (3) Systems which 
Ramey and Ramey consider to be equally important in terms of the effectiveness of 
professional development.  As illustrated in Figure 8 there are many aspects which can 
influence the effectiveness of professional development and all of these elements have 
been carefully considered and incorporated in the present study. The characteristics of 
participants were determined through administering several surveys pre-test so that the 
professional development could be tailored to meet the beliefs, knowledge, skills and 
experiences of the specific participants.  Discussions with relative administrative personnel 
were conducted prior to each school’s participation in the study, to ensure that they would 
provide relevant administrative support for their teachers to implement changes in their 
instructional practices when teaching beginning.  These preliminary discussions were vital to 
ensuring that the professional development and changes in teachers’ instructional practices 
while teaching reading would be supported, encouraged and valued.  Each of the schools 
involved in the study offered their strong support for implementing evidence-based changes 
for their teachers when teaching reading through providing; time for their teachers to 
complete various surveys; time for each teacher to be observed five times throughout the 
year; time for teachers to attend one full day of professional development; time for an 
interview at the completion of the study, and time for discussion and feedback with the 
expert and researcher at mutually convenient times.  Information about the effectiveness of 
the professional development was gathered through the collection of surveys and changes 
in each teacher’s instruction were measured on an observation tool.  The various elements 
of data allowed the researcher to comment on the effectiveness of the professional 
development in terms of each teacher’s; knowledge, beliefs about reading instruction and 
changes in their instructional practices while teaching beginning reading.  Observable 
changes in teachers’ instructional practices were documented throughout each of the five 
observations and these changes can be attributed to the professional development 
provided.   
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This specific KAIS (Ramey & Ramey, 2008) theory of professional development was chosen 
for the present study as it addresses all of the elements discussed in the literature regarding 
professional development and includes specific aspects of professional development which 
need to be addressed in order for it to be successful in terms of teachers making sustainable 
changes (Figure 8).  
 
Figure 8.  Knowledge Application Information Systems (KAIS) theory of professional 
development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
  
 
 
 
     (Ramey & Ramey, 2008, p.49)   
 
Knowledge Application is based around the commitment to providing effective support to 
young children based on scientific evidence based knowledge which will enhance and 
promote learning (Ramey & Ramey, 2008).  This focus on providing professional 
development that is based on evidence based research is a recurring theme in the literature 
(Brady, et al., 2009; DEST, 1998, 2005; Guskey, 2002a; Hawley & Valli, 1999; Martinez-Beck 
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& Zaslow, 2006; NRP, 2000; Ramey & Ramey, 2008; T. Smith, 2008; Tayler, 2010; Woollard, 
2009). The Australian influential report, NITL (DEST, 2005) stated that teachers must be 
provided with mentoring and “...ongoing opportunities for evidence-based professional 
development about effective literacy teaching” (p. 59). Teachers need opportunities to 
increase their knowledge base and understanding about the content in order to be able to 
teach it effectively (Brady et al., 2009; Hawley & Valli, 1999; Moats, 2009a & 2009a; 
Podhajski et al., 2009). The Knowledge Application strand is particularly relevant to this 
study as the professional development that was presented was based on extensive research 
in direct instruction and more specifically the explicit and systematic instruction in teaching 
phonological awareness and phonics. When the professional development is based on 
sound research it is more likely to be effective, more sustainable and well received by 
teachers and school administrators (Guskey, 2002a; Hamre et al., 2008; Hawley & Valli 1999; 
Martinez-Beck & Zaslow, 2006; Ramey & Ramey, 2008; T. Smith, 2008). 
 
The second strand, Information, is concerned with whether professional development 
actually affects teachers’ practice, knowledge, skills, and understanding. This was an 
important aspect of this study as one of the aims was to determine how the professional 
development changed the teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices 
through the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) script in teaching phonics and phonological 
awareness. Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) acknowledge that improving teachers’ 
understanding of effective instruction is the core purpose of professional development and 
that research has demonstrated that teachers’ knowledge about reading and effective 
reading instruction improves when they engage in professional development programs that 
are intensive and extend over a period of time.  By observing teachers five times throughout 
the year and providing an intensive one day professional development workshop as well as 
mentoring, modelling and coaching to each participant this research is aiming to provide 
teachers with opportunities to make real and lasting changes to their instructional practices 
through Let’s Decode.  An observational tool developed by Hammond (2010), and trialled in 
a similar research project in 2010 was used to determine to what extent teachers changed 
their instruction to match Let’s Decode instruction in teaching phonological awareness and 
phonics. The teachers in the present study were observed five times throughout the 
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duration of the year using the same observational tool based on Engelmann and Carnine’s, 
Theory of Instruction (1991).  
 
This method of assessing changes in teachers’ instruction after professional development is 
different to the standard way of teachers providing feedback to the presenters or company 
on whether the presentation was enjoyable or whether they found it useful and interesting 
(Hawley & Valli, 1999). Sykes (1999) also stated that current professional development 
seminars aren’t evaluated in terms of whether they were worthwhile or whether there was 
a “significant change in teaching practice has occurred as a result of teacher professional 
development...” (p.169). This study is different as the success and effectiveness of the 
professional development will be discussed in terms of the changes observed and recorded 
in the teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices through systematic 
observations and an observational tool based on the Theory of instruction (Engelmann & 
Carnine, 1991) and elements of Let’s Decode.   Guskey (2002b) states that evaluating 
professional development in terms of gains to teachers’ knowledge, skills and instruction 
over a period of time is far more valuable than simply asking the simple questions that 
determine whether the teachers enjoyed the professional development or found it valuable.     
 
The third strand, Systems Theory, is based on the understanding and recognition that 
children’s learning opportunities are part of a school system, and the role that the system 
plays in whether the professional development knowledge is able to be implemented 
effectively and over long periods of time.  This strand takes into account and acknowledges 
all of the possible threats to its successful implementation and how professional 
development presenters and school administrators must acknowledge this and support 
changes when required (DEST, 1998, 2005; Guskey, 2002b; Hawley & Valli, 1999; T. Smith, 
2008; Sykes, 1999). Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) also note that there are many aspects of a 
school’s system and culture that may influence and impact on the teachers’ attitudes 
towards teaching reading as well as their school’s ability to implement and support the 
implementation of new instructional methods.  In the present study the professional 
development presenter/expert was familiar with each school’s systems, policies and 
administrative constraints due to strong relationships which had been developed in the 
years prior to the commencement of this study. The researcher and professional 
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development presenter knew that these strong relationships would be integral to the 
success and effectiveness of the professional development and on-going coaching 
throughout the year.  As a result of the relationships established, the presenter/expert was 
able to acknowledge and accommodate the different needs of each school involved and 
work with any challenges or possible threats to the effectiveness of implementing the 
changes as a result of the professional development provided.     
 
All of the theoretical understandings in the KAIS theory of professional development (Ramey 
& Ramey, 2008) were deliberately considered and implemented in the methodology of this 
study.  However, the KAIS theory only provides the theoretical beliefs which underpin 
effective professional development and therefore a practical framework was required to 
implement the theoretical beliefs outlined in the KAIS model.  Therefore, a Formative 
Assessment Model (FAM) (Hamre et al., 2008) was included as the key components of the 
model matched the present study as it involves observing teachers using a standardised tool 
and providing mentoring and feedback after each observation and throughout the year 
(Hamre et al., 2008). The researcher took into consideration all of the aspects of the KAIS 
model and aligned them with the key components of the FAM model in order to present 
and create a solid theoretical and practical framework for providing effective, sustainable, 
evidence-based professional development for the participants in the study.   
 
 3.22 Formative Assessment model  
 
The Formative Assessment model was chosen as part of the second theoretical framework 
for this study on professional development as it provides ongoing feedback to the 
participants with the premise that the person changes their performance as a response to 
the feedback provided (Hamre et al., 2008).  The “on-going feedback loop” is one of the 
central components of formative feedback (p.104) and this has been deliberately included in 
the present study as a way of improving the professional development and the teachers’ 
changes in their instruction.  Brady et al. (2009) also discussed the value and importance of 
the mentoring and coaching that took place in their study where the mentors observed the 
teachers once a week and provided constructive feedback.  Figure 9 “depicts a model in 
which the systematic use of observations with teachers can function as an assessment tool 
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to create a feedback loop between the practice of teaching and professional development 
opportunities, including workshops and more targeted mentoring and support” (Hamre et 
al., 2008, p.104).   
 
Figure 9. Formative assessment for teachers using standardized observation 
 
  
  
 
 
 
(Hamre et al., 2008, p.104). 
 
Hamre and colleagues (2008) “assert that just as student learning can be significantly 
enhanced when teachers use a formative assessment model, the quality of teaching can be 
improved through the systematic use of observation as a formative assessment tool” 
(p.104).   
 
Traditionally formative assessment is thought about as a way to assess students, however, 
formative assessment is being used in this model to provide on-going and constructive 
feedback to teachers so that they can adapt, change and improve their instruction in 
phonological awareness and phonics (Hamre et al., 2008).   Hamre and colleagues report 
that “...the use of observational formative assessments of classrooms to provide teachers 
with individualised, on-going, and collaborative feedback targeted explicitly on practices 
that we know make a difference to children’s development” is an effective way of paving 
the way for change in teachers’ practice, knowledge and understandings (p.103).  Grace et 
al. (2008) also note the importance and effectiveness of providing teachers with feedback 
and mentoring and more feedback again after observing teachers implement new 
instructional strategies. 
 
The Formative Assessment model was chosen as the practical method for implementing 
professional development for this study as it involves; professional development, observing 
teachers in their classrooms using systematic and standardized measures, providing 
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constructive feedback through mentoring and more professional development. Providing 
teachers with feedback about their teaching after phonological awareness is critical in 
assessing how successful and effective the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) professional 
development has been.  The present study focuses on the development of Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices practice after the professional development over a 
period of one year through using an observational tool to record elements of their 
instruction after each observation as well as mentoring and coaching, during the 
observations, after or in-between observations.    
 
A Formative Assessment model was chosen “because this process is based on standardised 
classroom observations, it has the benefit of providing early childhood program 
administrators with direct evidence of the effectiveness of their programs and efforts to 
improve them” (Hamre et al., 2008, p.103; Guskey, 2002a).  This statement supports the 
need and use of a standardised observational tool as well as the ‘systems’ part of the KAIS 
(Ramey & Ramey, 2008) model of professional development.   
 
This is quite a different way of determining the impact of professional development.  
Traditionally professional development effectiveness has been assessed by evaluating the 
difference in the students’ performance or the effect of specific programs on students (Bean 
& Morewood, 2007; Hamre et al., 2008; Hawley & Valli, 1999.) This study is providing 
feedback to the teachers (via an observational tool, modelling and coaching), principals and 
school stakeholders after the first professional development session, after classroom 
observations and throughout the coaching and mentoring.  Therefore, the teachers are 
being observed to determine the impact of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) professional 
development on their teaching practice, efficacy and knowledge (Bean & Morewood, 2007; 
Dickinson, Watson & Farran, 2008; Hamre et al., 2008). 
 
Teachers and schools are becoming more accountable for their students’ learning and 
success in literacy (Grace et al., 2008). This is evident in the; NITL (DEST, 2005); the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002); The Reading First legislation (NCLB, 2002); and the 
Good Start, Grow Smart policy of 2002. Good Start, Grow Smart was introduced after the 
NCLB initiative as a key policy that fosters greater emphasis on early childhood professional 
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development as a means to enhance children’s school readiness (Martinez-Beck & Zaslow, 
2006). More and more school administrators and teachers are being placed under pressure 
to improve student performance, particularly in literacy and numeracy and this is being 
translated into the explosion of professional development available to teachers and 
educators with the promise of delivering information that will increase student performance 
(Moats, 2009a; Putman et al., 2009; Sykes, 1999). 
 
Hamre et al. (2008) and Gray (2008) acknowledge that strong relationships are integral to 
the success of literacy coaching and that it is critical for the mentors or professional 
development presenters/experts to form supportive and positive relationships with the 
teachers in order for the observations, mentoring and feedback to be successful (L’Allier, 
Elish-Piper & Bean, 2010).  It is also important that specific feedback is provided and then 
modelled during the coaching (Gray, 2008; L’Allier, Elish-Piper & Bean, 2010).  Mentors must 
be consistent, positive and support teachers’ autonomy as this is important in developing 
and maintaining positive relationships with teachers during the mentoring and observation 
process.  
 
Throughout this research, systems were put into place to allow the teachers to contact the 
researcher and presenter/expert through either email or phone contact.  They were 
encouraged to contact the researcher at any time with questions, requests for support or 
for Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) demonstration lessons. This was seen as an important 
tool for building a strong relationship with each of the teachers and it became an integral 
part of providing mentoring and feedback on a frequent basis, sometimes weekly. Hamre et 
al. (2008) stressed the importance of mentors being able to be contacted at times 
convenient to teachers and suggest that there are three important steps for mentors to 
keep in mind when developing their relationships with teachers.   Firstly the teachers must 
be involved and engaged in the process of the observation and adequate time must be 
allowed to provide feedback to the teachers after the observation (McCollum, Hemmeter & 
Hsieh, 2013).  This was provided in the present study by allowing the teachers to see the 
observational tool before they were observed so that the teachers knew what the observer 
was looking for, and immediate feedback was provided in a quiet space for 5-10 minutes. 
The participants were shown how they were performing and progressing in their instruction 
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on the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) so that the feedback was targeted and 
specific (McCollum, Hemmeter & Hsieh, 2013).  Gray (2008) and American researchers, 
McCollum, Hemmeter and Hsieh (2013) of literacy coaching which focus on using 
performance based feedback, also raised the importance of protecting time for the mentor 
and mentee to discuss the feedback and any questions that the mentee may have.  
 
Hamre et al. (2008) noted that if teachers are to make long term changes to their teaching 
practice they must be given constant feedback and stresses the importance of not letting 
too much time pass between meetings, mentoring or collaboration sessions, if real progress 
is to be made. “This process requires engaging teachers in self-reflection, as well as targeted 
discussions with a mentor, to help move this reflection toward change in practice” (p.112).  
The feedback provided to each participant was targeted and specific as it was based on the 
elements included in the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) and the 
instructional formats of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993).  Practical suggestions were given 
and opportunities for the researcher to model the suggested feedback with their class were 
also provided as well as opportunities for the teacher to have another attempt at the 
suggested area of improvement in their Let’s Decode instruction while the researcher 
observed again and provided extra support, encouragement and feedback.  Gray (2008) 
included the following description of the steps required for effective mentoring which is 
pertinent to this study; “learn, model, practice, observe, receive feedback and begin again” 
(p.92).  This immediate feedback is extremely helpful in terms of providing support, 
coaching and modelling if the participants are to sustain the Let’s Decode instructional 
changes. 
 
 3.23 Summary 
 
This study is based on the premise that effective professional development can improve 
teachers’ instructional practices when teaching reading if it is based on scientific based 
research (Ramey & Ramey, 2008).  The KAIS model and the principles that it is based on 
ensure that the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) professional development provided in this 
study were based on evidence-based research and that the professional development 
presenter/expert had background knowledge on each participant’s; school and its systems; 
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their background in teaching; knowledge about phonological awareness and phonics; their 
beliefs about reading instruction and what they want to learn as a result from attending the 
professional development. Systematic observations of teachers by the researcher using an 
observational tool provided a framework for reporting on the success of the Let’s Decode 
professional development on developing teachers’ Let’s Decode instructional practices, and 
mentoring and coaching were provided immediately and with systematic and targeted 
feedback which often included modelling.  In implementing both the principles of the KAIS 
model (Ramey & Ramey, 2008), the Formative Assessment Model (Hamre, et al., 2008) and 
the positive relationships and strong rapport were central to the effectiveness of the 
professional development (L’Allier, Elish-Piper & Bean, 2010) and whether teachers made 
sustainable changes in their Let’s Decode instructional practices (Guskey, 2002a).     
 
The importance of coaching and mentoring as a component of effective professional 
development is summarised in the following quote by Gray (2008): 
  Preschools are being challenged to improve their language and early literacy programs 
 to achieve instructional excellence.  Mentors are one of a preschool’s best assets 
 when the goal is to implement new teaching strategies and curricula relatively quickly, 
 while also achieving a high level of quality (p.95). 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
A mixed-methods research design was chosen for the present study as it allows techniques 
from both quantitative and qualitative research methods to be incorporated to answer 
research questions (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Mixed method research design allows the 
researcher to include and use strategies that enhance the comprehensiveness of the results 
and findings and not be restricted with choices for data collection (Teddlie & Yu, 2007; 
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, 2003).  The researcher deemed that it was important that both 
qualitative and quantitative methods were employed to collect data so that the results 
provided both narrative and numerical data to answer the research questions. In the 
present study the emphasis was on collecting quantitative data through the use of several 
surveys and an observational rubric and the qualitative data, which was collected through 
interviews, was used to “make the quantitative analyses come alive” (Krathwohl, 2009, 
p.617).   
 
A pragmatist paradigm was chosen for the present study as it has been proposed that it is 
the most suitable for “justifying the use of mixed methods research” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 
2003, p.20). The following statement from Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) is the reason why 
a pragmatist and mixed methods approach was chosen for the present study as the research 
questions involved both breadth and depth of information demanding both qualitative and 
quantitative data collection. “Study what interests and is of value to you, study it in the 
different ways that you deem appropriate, and use the results in ways that can bring about 
positive consequences within your value system” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 30).   
 
Epistemologically, the researcher also aligns with pragmatism, as the research questions 
address both objective and subjective points of view with regards to teachers’ Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices. Pragmatists acknowledge the researcher’s 
influence in the research design and methods and the fact that their values, beliefs and 
knowledge guide the research questions and how the data will be collected to best answer 
them (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Interviews were used as they allowed the researcher to 
“uncover meanings and perceptions on the part of the people participating in the research” 
(Crotty, 1998, p.7).  Pragmatists also construct their research methods in anticipation of 
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results which may concur with their beliefs, knowledge, experience and understanding. The 
researcher accepts and acknowledges that her pedagogical beliefs and knowledge about the 
most effective instructional practices for teaching systematic decoding skills for beginning 
readers and her professional experience as a university lecturer in postgraduate pre-service 
teacher language education influenced the choice of the Direct Instruction program, Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993), and data collection and analysis.   
 
The mixed-methods research design of the study allowed the researcher to investigate both 
statistically significant differences in teachers’ beliefs, knowledge and instruction pre and 
post professional development, while also gaining insight into each teacher’s feelings and 
thoughts about their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices, their 
confidence in teaching phonological awareness and phonics and the professional 
development after their participation in the study at the end of one year.  The researcher 
considered that this personal insight from the teachers, obtained from the exit interview, 
was vital to understanding whether sustainable changes in each teacher’s Let’s Decode 
instructional practices and beliefs and added another layer of information to the study. A mixed-
methods research design was also chosen as it is a philosophical belief of the researcher 
that numerical data does not always provide the complete answer to research questions.  
For example, in the present study if the numerical results of the Teacher Knowledge Survey 
were only reported and discussed the results would not provide information about any 
contextual influences or the participants’ experience, which should be considered when 
interpreting and discussing the results.    
 
4.1 Participants  
 
 
Teachers from three Western Australian Primary Schools were approached to participate in 
this study due to indicating their previous interest in running Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
professional development seminars at their schools.  The Principals and Deputy Principals 
were informed of the premise of the study and the commitment required from their 
teachers. An information letter was sent to each of the prospective participants prior to the 
commencement of the study or any collection of data (APPENDIX A). 
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Purposive sampling was chosen for the sampling method in the present study, and more 
specifically convenience sampling, due to the fact that the schools had previously indicated 
their interest in participating in the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) professional 
development as well as the fact that the schools were geographically close to each other 
and of similarly low to medium socio-economic status (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, 2003; 
Teddlie & Yu, 2007). The proximity of the schools to each other, their similar socio economic 
status as well as their interest in Let’s Decode allowed the researcher to determine a 
breadth of information about only a small number of participants with regards to the 
changes in their knowledge, understanding, beliefs and instruction of phonological 
awareness and phonics over the duration of one year.  
 
Kindergarten, Pre-Primary, Year 1 and Year 1/2 teachers from three Western Australian 
government primary schools were the focus for this study as the aim of this research was to 
document changes to Early childhood teachers’ instruction in teaching early reading 
precursory skills, such as segmenting and blending after their participation in a professional 
development model which was discussed in chapter three.  The sample size was originally 
17 participants, however, two of these teachers had to withdraw from the study; one due to 
timetable constraints; and another due to contractual changes.  The data collected from 
these two participants was removed and is not analysed in the final results. The final sample 
size was 15 teachers (N=15) with fourteen female participants and one male participant.  
 
4.2 Procedures 
 
 
The nature of the research and the participants’ level of required commitment and 
involvement were outlined to each of the participants during the first meeting and 
permission was formally sought from the teachers to participate in the study (APPENDIX B). 
Once ethical requirements were met, the teachers were asked to complete several surveys 
to gather background information in order to provide a baseline for the research.  Each 
teacher was asked to complete; a Teacher Knowledge Survey; an Assessment of Beliefs 
Concerning Reading Instruction Training (ABC-RIT: Background information and ABC-RIT: 
Pre-test) (Smith, 2010); and the DeFord Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile (TORP), 
(DeFord, 1985) and these are described later in this chapter. At this meeting a time was 
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scheduled to observe each teacher (at a time mutually convenient to the researcher, expert 
and teacher) teach a short literacy lesson that they would regularly teach as part of their 
reading program during the middle of Term 1, 2011. 
 
Participant observation was chosen as an important tool to collect quantitative data as it 
allows the researcher to actually observe each teacher’s instructional practices, rather than 
purely relying on the teacher’s own perceptions of their instructional practices (Tashakkori 
& Teddlie, 2003).  Another reason that participant observation was chosen as a form of data 
collection was the fact that it gave the researcher access to the teachers in their regular 
classroom environment, therefore the data is collected in as natural an environment as 
possible, ensuring that the data collected is reflective of the teachers’ usual teaching 
practices. Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) listed all of these reasons as strengths of 
participant observation as a valuable form of data collection. 
 
It was important to the researcher that the participant observations were not concealed as 
unconcealed participant observation allows the observer to witness participants in a context 
as natural as possible (Krathwohl, 2009).  During each classroom observation the researcher 
and expert tried to remain as unobtrusive as possible by sitting off to the side of the 
classroom on students’ chairs to create a feeling that we were also participating in the 
lesson, rather than sitting at the back of the classroom as an outsider observing.   
 
A Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) was used during each observation to 
record and document specific elements of each participant’s instruction.  The Teacher 
Observation Rubric (TOR) includes 10 elements of instruction under three categories; 
Analysis of Knowledge Systems; Analysis of Behaviour; and Analysis of Communications, 
which come directly from the three aspects that underpin cognitive learning as proposed by 
Engelmann and Carnine (1991) in the Theory of Instruction. Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
is based upon the principles of Direct Instruction and therefore the tool is based on 
evidence-based research.   
 
The first observation was used to establish a baseline for which each specific instructional 
skill each participant was using in their regular teaching of beginning reading skills. It is 
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recognised that participants were asked to present a generic reading lesson and not asked 
to specifically implement Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) until observation two.   Once the 
information was collated from the different surveys and the first observations the 
professional development was tailored to suit the needs of the participants within the 
confines of early reading precursory skills, including the concept of word, segmenting, 
blending, onset and rime, Direct Instruction and Let’s Decode.  
 
Next, the teachers attended a whole day of professional development where a special needs 
reading and literacy expert, Dr Lorraine Hammond, presented Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) and explained in detail the importance of teaching early reading precursory skills in a 
particular sequence and also reviewed the terminology of some aspects of phonological 
awareness and phoneme awareness.  Evidence based research was also presented 
including; The NRP report (NRP, 2000), the National Early Literacy Panel report (NELP, 
2008), the NITL (DEST, 2005) and the Rose Report (2006), on the importance of teaching 
phonological awareness and phonics in a direct, explicit and systematic manner.  Elements 
of Direct Instruction were explained and demonstrated (with small groups of children) using 
the Let’s Decode formats provided in the resource booklet.  It was explained that Let’s 
Decode provides teachers with the teaching scripts and instructional formats for teaching 
just one aspect of teaching beginning reading, phonological awareness and phonics and that 
Let’s Decode can be seamlessly integrated into their literacy and reading programs.  The 
professional development day included the information on the theoretical perspective on 
which Let’s Decode is based as well as the practical delivery of the instructional formats.  Put 
simply, participants were provided with the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of teaching phonological 
awareness and systematic decoding instruction.  The presenter/expert modelled Let’s 
Decode with a group of students throughout the day and teachers were required to practice 
with small groups of children three times throughout the day of the professional 
development workshop.  During these practical sessions, participants were provided with 
coaching and feedback on their implementation of the instructional formats.  Appendix G 
outlines the professional development workshop and Appendix H provides an example page 
from Let’s Decode.   
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Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) is an approach to teaching phonological awareness and 
systematic decoding instruction which provides teachers with specific language of 
instruction in the form or ‘script’ or ‘formats’ and lists of suggested words to use.  The 
teachers are provided with a script with carefully sequenced activities that have been 
identified as effective and successful in providing young children with the necessary 
decoding skills to learn to read (Formentin & Hammond, 1997; Hammond, 2001). The 
principles of Let’s Decode are based on the theory of Direct Instruction (Carnine et al., 2010) 
as outlined previously in the literature review.  The suggested format for teachers to use 
requires the instructional principle of ‘model, lead, test’ where the teacher provides 
unambiguous instructions, clear hand signals to indicate students’ responses and plenty of 
opportunities for students to practice in short periods of time.  It is suggested that 
phonological awareness and phonics instruction only needs to be 15-20 minutes if the 
instruction is systematic, direct and explicit. The instructional formats in Let’s Decode are 
sequenced in the following way; word, auditory blending, rhyming, segmenting, letter 
sounds, sounding out words, irregular words and Vce (vowel, consonant, e) words.   
 
Following this professional development the teachers had access to the presenter/expert 
and researcher in terms of mentoring, modelling, providing feedback and assistance when 
required. This feedback and coaching occurred in the form of a visit after the Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) professional development day whereby teachers could access support 
prior to Observation 2, as well as on an ongoing basis over the course of the duration of the 
study.  It is believed that this relationship between the teachers, expert, researcher and 
school administrators was critical to the success of the implementation of Let’s Decode 
throughout the year. This was discussed in reference to the professional development 
model, KAIS (Ramey & Ramey, 2008) discussed as one of the theoretical frameworks in 
Chapter 3.  Email and phone calls were also offered and utilised and both the researcher and 
expert were available to come into each participant’s classroom as required. Two of the 
participants asked for the researcher and expert to make additional visits to their 
classrooms to model and provide feedback on their implementation of Let’s Decode in Term 
2, 2011.   
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After the initial observation in Term 1, a further four observations took place throughout 
the year. The same observational tool, TOR (Hammond, 2010) was used throughout the 
research to document changes to each teacher’s instruction according to ten instructional 
elements of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993). Once all of the classroom observations were 
complete, each participant completed the same surveys that were administered before the 
first observation; (Teacher Knowledge Survey, Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile and 
ABC-RIT: Post-test) to determine changes to teachers’ knowledge, attitudes and beliefs 
towards reading instruction from the beginning of the study.  
 
Once the surveys were completed each participant was interviewed during school hours, at 
their respective schools, and relief teachers were provided by each school’s administration 
so that the interviews were not rushed.  The interviews took place in a quiet area of the 
school and each participant was informed that the interview was being recorded for the 
purpose of collecting qualitative data for the study. A rapport had been established 
between each participant and the researcher at this point and therefore the interviews 
were conducted in a relaxed manner and participants were reassured by the researcher that 
their responses would remain confidential.  At all times during the interviews the researcher 
remained objective and did not pass judgement on participants’ responses to the questions.  
At times, additional questions were asked when further clarification was needed to ensure 
that the question was being answered clearly and completely and Tashakkori and Teddlie 
(2003) state that this is an advantage of interviewing over administering questionnaires or 
surveys as the researcher can probe further when required.  The interview questions were 
the same for each participant (APPENDIX K) and the wording was not changed during the 
interviews in order to provide consistency and reliability.  Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) 
referred to this as open-ended interviewing where open ended questions are used in order 
to gain valuable qualitative data where the wording and sequence of the questions are 
exactly the same during each interview.   
 
4.3 Data Collection 
 
The mixed methods research design included the collection of both quantitative and 
qualitative data from participants over the duration of one year.  The quantitative data 
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allowed the researcher to determine statistically significant differences and changes in the 
participants’; knowledge, beliefs and attitudes about teaching beginning reading skills, 
professional development and the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) reading instruction, 
whereas the qualitative information obtained from the interviews provided the researcher 
with personal insights from the participants about their perceptions of the professional 
development model, coaching, and Let’s Decode. Test like conditions were imposed to 
ensure that the data collected from the surveys was valid and reliable.  The researcher 
administered the surveys at one of the participating schools, prior to the commencement of 
the professional development workshop day.  Table 1 outlines the stages for collecting the 
data in relation to the research questions. 
 
Table 1.  Outline of data collection linked to research questions 
 
 
Stage Research Question Data Collection 
1. RQ 1.  What do teachers know (pre and post) about early reading precursory skills 
as determined through a Teacher Knowledge Survey, and how does this change? 
Teacher Knowledge 
 Survey (TKS) 
RQ 2.  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and post), as 
determined through DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey (1985), 
and how does this change? 
Theoretical Orientation  
Reading Profile 
(DeFord,1985) 
RQ 4.  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction professional 
development (pre and post) as determined through the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 
2010), and how do these beliefs change? 
ABC-RIT surveys 
(Smith, 2010) 
2. RQ 3. How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
practices to teaching early reading precursory skills, as measured through five 
classroom observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010), after 
professional development which included mentoring and coaching? 
First observation. 
Teacher Observation 
Rubric  
(Hammond, 2010) 
                                                                 Professional Development Workshop 
3. RQ 3. How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
practices to teaching early reading precursory skills, as measured through five 
classroom observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010), after 
professional development which included mentoring and coaching? 
Second, third, fourth and 
fifth observation. 
Teacher Observation 
Rubric (Hammond, 2010) 
4. RQ 1. What do teachers know (pre and post) about early reading precursory skills as 
determined through a Teacher Knowledge Survey, and how does this change? 
Teacher Knowledge 
Survey (TKS) 
RQ 2. What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and post), as 
determined through DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey (1985), 
and how does this change? 
Theoretical Orientation  
Reading Profile 
(DeFord, 1985) 
RQ 4. What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction professional 
development (pre and post) as determined through the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 
2010), and how do these beliefs change? 
ABC-RIT surveys  
(Smith, 2010) 
RQ 5.  What did the participants think about the professional development model, 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and changes in their Let’s Decode instruction as 
determined through an informal exit interview? 
Exit interview  
questions 
(Appendix K) 
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4.31 Teacher Knowledge Survey  
 
 
A Teacher Knowledge Survey (TKS) was administered pre and post-test after professional 
development and the final observation to determine any changes to the teachers’ 
knowledge of phonological awareness and phonics (APPENDIX C).  The data collected from 
the TKS was used to answer the first research question - What do teachers know (pre and 
post) about early reading precursory skills as determined through a Teacher Knowledge 
Survey, and how does this change?  
 
The TKS used in this present study was adapted from a combination of Moats’ (1994) 
version of the Informal Survey of Linguistic Knowledge and the Teacher Knowledge Survey 
(TKS) used by Brady and colleagues in 2009.  Many researchers have adapted Moats’ version 
of the survey for their own research to answer similar research questions to the first 
research question in the present research (Binks-Cantrell, Joshi & Washburn, 2012; Bos et 
al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; Cunningham, 2009a; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats & 
Foorman, 2003; T. Smith, 2008).  The TKS survey in its slightly different formats has been 
used successfully by the aforementioned researchers to determine teachers’ knowledge and 
understanding of concepts of phonological knowledge, phonics and spelling knowledge. The 
research by Bos et al. (2001), Brady et al. (2009), Cunningham (2009a), Moats (1994) and T. 
Smith (2008) also focused on the knowledge of these early precursor reading skills of early 
childhood teachers as in the present study and therefore it was deemed to be a suitable 
measurement tool for this research. 
 
The TKS survey has been developed and refined by several prominent expert researchers in 
the field of teaching beginning reading (Moats, 1994, 2009, 2009a; Moats & Foorman, 2003) 
and the questions included in the surveys are deemed to be the essential knowledge that 
teachers require to effectively teach beginning readers. The TKS survey used in the present 
study consisted of 45 questions.  Questions 1-24, 28, 29, 33 were taken directly from the 
Teacher Knowledge survey developed by Brady et al. (2009) (p.447-449).  Therefore a total 
of 27 of the 41 questions on the TKS survey (which are awarded a score) in this research 
were taken directly from the research of Brady et al. (2009).    
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Questions 25-27, 32, 34-38 were added by Hammond (2010) in a similar study as discussed 
in chapter 1.  Questions 30, 31 and 39-41 from the TKS survey used in the present study 
were adapted from questions 8, 13 and 2 respectively from Moats’ (1994) Informal Survey 
of Linguistic Knowledge.   
 
The first 41 questions determine teachers’ knowledge about the meaning of terms like 
phoneme segmentation, consonant, vowel and phonics and their relationship to early 
literacy instruction. Teachers are also asked to apply this understanding of the 
nomenclature to identify the number of phonemes and syllables in words; explain why ‘ck’ 
is used to represent the final consonant sound in the word ‘duck’; and sort words as to 
whether they are ‘regular’ or ‘irregular’ in spelling. There were three possible choices for 
each multiple choices item with a fourth item; (d) I’m not sure, included to discourage 
random guessing.  Each participant was awarded a mark out of 41 and the information 
gathered from the remaining 4 questions was collated and is discussed in the results 
chapter.  The remaining 4 questions required the participants to answer questions regarding 
their beliefs about the importance of understanding phonological awareness; their efficacy; 
and lastly how they felt that they performed in relation to the other early childhood 
Educators also completing the survey.  The data collected from the survey provided the 
researcher and expert with information which assisted with tailoring the professional 
development to fill in the gaps of knowledge that the participant teachers require to teach 
phonological awareness and phonics effectively in a direct, systematic and explicit manner, 
through Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993).   It has been well documented that to teach 
phonological awareness effectively the teacher must have a solid understanding of the key 
elements of phonology and the structure of language (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Brady et al., 
2009; DEST, 2005; Joshi et al., 2009a; Leader-Janssen & Rankin-Erickson, 2013; Moats, 
2009a, 2009b; Moats & Foorman, 2003; NRP, 2000; Rose, 2006).   
 
4.32 Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey 
 
Each participant also completed DeFord’s (1985) Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile 
(TORP) survey both pre-test (before any professional development) and post-test.  The 
TORP (DeFord, 1985) survey was developed with the purpose of determining participants’ 
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theoretical beliefs about reading instruction according to 28 statements which are reflective 
of different beliefs which would be held by teachers with a phonics, skills based or whole 
language belief system to teaching reading.  DeFord reported that the TORP survey is a very 
reliable measure (α =.98) (p.357). The TORP survey was used to answer the second research 
question - What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and post), as 
determined through DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey (1985), and 
how does this change? The TORP survey has content validity as this survey has been 
constructed from evidence based research regarding teachers’ beliefs about teaching 
reading and DeFord (1985) states that it is a “valid instrument for discriminating teachers as 
to their theoretical orientation to reading” (p.351). Three experts in the reading field were 
involved in determining the validity of the TORP and DeFord (1985) discusses this process in 
her article. The TORP was chosen as measure for collecting data about the participants’ 
theoretical orientation to teaching reading as it has been so rigorously tested for validity 
and has a very high reliability score (α=.98).   
 
The survey requires the participants to indicate their belief for each statement using a 5 
point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly Agree  to (5) Strongly Disagree. When 
administered in a pre-test, post-test format this Likert scale provides the researcher with 
the direction of change to their beliefs from the pre-test survey (DeFord, 1985).  Although it 
is no longer considered to be relevant to categorise a teacher’s beliefs about teaching 
reading into one particular category of either whole language or phonics (due to the fact 
that it is more widely accepted now, that a balanced approach to teaching reading is the 
most valuable approach to use when teaching beginning reading), the TORP survey was 
used in the present study as just one tool for gaining a perspective into the participants’ 
beliefs about teaching reading as their beliefs may have influenced their receptivity to the 
professional development and  Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993). While the researcher 
acknowledges and accepts that the results obtained from the TORP survey (pre and post) do 
not necessarily translate into a teacher’s practice or instruction when teaching reading, the 
results were simply used to document whether any changes occurred in each participant’s 
beliefs according to the TORP survey, which was used by Ord (1990) in a similar study as a 
baseline for comparing changes in teachers’ beliefs about teaching reading after 
professional development.  The researcher also acknowledges that in the current context of 
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teaching reading in Western Australia, there is a shift towards a more balanced approach to 
teaching reading and that the results of the TORP survey are not being used to continue the 
debate and polarisation of the two approaches to teaching reading, but rather simply as one 
tool for the researcher to use to document any changes in beliefs about teaching reading as 
determined by the survey. 
 
The marking system for this reading profile involves awarding different numbers for each 
question and this marking key is provided in Appendix F. Statements 1,2,3,6,9,10,12,20, 
21,22 relate to beliefs held by teachers with a phonics approach to teaching reading. 
4,8,11,13,14,16,19,24,25 and 28 relate to beliefs held by teachers with a skills based 
approach to teaching reading.  Statements 5, 7, 15, 17, 23, 26, 27 and 28 relate to whole 
language beliefs to teaching reading.  Whereas items 2, 8, 12, 14, 19, 24 and 25 made 
statements about shared beliefs or practices “...between the phonics/skills and skills/whole 
language groups...” (DeFord, 1985, p. 358).     
 
The overall score awarded indicates each participant’s beliefs to teaching reading. A score of 
0-65 indicates a decoding perspective to teaching reading, a score of 66-110 indicates a skills 
perspective to teaching reading and a score of 111-140 indicates a whole language 
perspective (DeFord, 1985).  DeFord notes that a score ranging from 85-120 indicates that 
the person could possibly learn to use a balanced approach to teaching reading. However, 
she notes that most instructional beliefs sit within a continuum of instructional practices as 
illustrated in Figure 10 (DeFord, 1985, p.354).   
 
Figure 10. Continuum of Instruction 
/_______________[*]__________________/______________[*]____________________ 
 phonics     skills                    whole language 
(isolation of phonemes-  (isolation of skills-emphasis on   (no isolation of skills for practice-  
emphasis on decoding)  word recognition)    emphasis on developing sense of  
         story and text)        
   
       
 
DeFord (1985) also states that the data collected from the teachers from the TORP provides 
the researchers with information about their beliefs about teaching reading and also 
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suggests that their results on the TORP survey be used in conjunction with observations of 
the teachers teaching as “it should also be possible to determine teachers’ orientations 
from observations of their teaching” (DeFord, p.356), but cautions that “it is possible for 
teachers to respond to some items on the TORP survey one way, and in practice do 
something very different” (p.364). To provide the researcher with additional information 
about each participant’s beliefs about reading instruction they were also observed teaching 
a short literacy lesson prior to the professional development and elements of their teaching 
instruction were documented on an observational tool which was developed by Hammond 
(2010) and referred to as the Teacher Observation Rubric.  
  
4.33 Teacher observation rubric 
 
The Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) was developed by Hammond (2010) for a study that 
also documented changes to early childhood teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
reading instruction. The TOR is considered to be an appropriate tool for data collection as 
the rubric is based on the elements outlined in Engelmann and Carnine’s Theory of 
Instruction (1991) and enables identification of instructional practices outlined in Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional tool. It has also been trialled in a similar study 
(Hammond, 2010).   The TOR is considered to have face validity as the criteria for observing 
the participants were taken directly from the Theory of Instruction and developed as a tool 
to measure teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instruction.  
 
The observational tool consists of three sections; analysis of knowledge systems; analysis of 
behaviour and analysis of communication. Each of the three components (analysis of 
knowledge systems, analysis of behaviour and analysis of communication) are broken down 
into smaller observable elements and each observable element can be documented on a 
scale of ‘not demonstrated in the observed lesson, developing, proficient and distinguished’ 
(APPENDIX I).  The data gathered from the TOR is used to answer the third research 
question – How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
practices to teaching early reading precursory skills as measured through five classroom 
observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010), after professional 
development which included mentoring and coaching?   
127 
 
Systematic observation can provide a powerful way to describe and report on teachers’ 
classroom practices and effects of professional development programs.  The feedback which 
is provided from using carefully constructed observational tools supports and encourages 
teachers to make changes to their teaching. There are specific elements of their teaching 
that are being observed and monitored for improvement as a result of attending 
professional development (Grace et al., 2008; Hamre et al., 2008).  Hamre et al. (2008) 
further stress the value of including an observational tool to “document changes in practice, 
thus providing direct evidence of the success of interventions or information about ways 
interventions may need to be modified to provide teachers with the support they need” 
(p.105).   
 
Hamre et al. (2008), state that validity and reliability are the two most important parts of 
observation tools. “A reliable tool is one that provides a process for training observers to 
make judgements about what they see; a valid tool is one that provides evidence that what 
is observed is linked to important child outcomes” (p.105). Throughout this study reliability 
was established by using the same two researchers for the first round of classroom 
observations as this was the standard practice for the previous study which involved the 
same researchers using the same Teacher Observation Rubric.  For the first round of 
classroom observations the researcher and professional development presenter/expert sat 
together and completed the Teacher Observation Rubric together, checking that marking 
was consistent.  The Teacher Observation Rubric is considered to have face validity as the 
elements of the grid were taken directly from Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) Theory of 
Instruction to ensure that the observational tool was going to provide accurate and valid 
information regarding the instructional teaching practices of the participants in relation to 
their implementation of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional tool.    
 
 4.34 Assessment of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training    
 
To establish whether the teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction professional 
development changed as a result of participating in this study a set of surveys were used 
developed and by an American researcher, T. Smith (2008).  Originally in her research the 
surveys were referred to as Teacher Attitude Surveys yet when formal permission from 
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Smith in 2010 to use these surveys was sought the name of these surveys had changed to 
‘Assessment of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training, (ABC-RIT). These surveys 
were developed by T. Smith (2008) as a data gathering tool to investigate the impact of 
teachers’ attitudes on professional development in reading instruction and whether their 
attitudes influence their receptivity to the professional development being offered.  
“Factors included self-efficacy, attitudes toward the professional development, external 
motivations, and intention to comply with the instruction” (T. Smith, 2008, p.24).   
 
Smith’s (2010) ABC-RIT surveys were used in this present study to answer the fourth 
research question – What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and post) 
professional development as determined by the ABC-RIT (T. Smith, 2010) surveys and do 
their beliefs change?  
 
Permission was obtained from T. Smith (2008) to use her surveys in 2010 via email 
correspondence.  Permission was also granted to change the minor wording of some items 
on the survey to correspond more with an Australian context.  The researcher was informed 
by Smith (2010) that these minor word changes do not affect the scoring or validity of the 
tool. The original TAS surveys were also used by Brady and colleagues in 2009 as a method 
of gathering background information on the teachers’ experience and professional 
development thus far as well as their attitudes and opinions on their undergraduate training 
on reading instruction and their attitudes towards reading instruction professional 
development.  
 
A background ABC-RIT (Smith, 2010) consisting of 11 questions, was administered at the 
initial meeting with the participants (APPENDIX D) to gather demographic information about 
the participants. Question 2 from the survey was removed as the researcher felt that it 
wasn’t necessary for this study that the participants identify their race.  Questions, 12, 13, 
15, 16, 17, 18 and 19 were also removed as they were not relevant to this study.   
 
The ABC-RIT: Pre-test survey consists of six sections with a total of 61 statements that 
participants were asked to complete based on their current knowledge, attitudes and beliefs 
about reading and reading instruction professional development using a five point Likert 
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Scale from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree and (5) strongly agree 
(Smith, 2010) (APPENDIX E).   
 
The ABC-RIT: Pre-test survey is categorised into six sections; (1) my teaching, which is a 
survey which addresses the participants teaching, including their self-efficacy about reading 
instruction; (2) reading instruction and techniques, which identifies the participants beliefs 
about reading; (3) professional development views; (4) attitudes regarding upcoming 
professional development; (5) professional development motivation; and (6) professional 
development intentions (Smith, 2010).   
 
At the completion of the 5 observations the participants were asked to complete the ABC-
RIT: Post-test which consists of 77 statements (APPENDIX J).  Once again, participants were 
asked to indicate on a 5 point Likert scale their beliefs about reading instruction and reading 
instruction professional development.  The ABC-RIT: Post-test consists of 8 sections; (1) 
attitudes regarding recent professional development; (2) professional development activities 
(3) professional development motivation (4) my teaching; (5) reading instruction and 
techniques; (6) professional development views; (7) professional development intentions and 
(8) additional comments (Smith, 2010).   
 
The combined reliability by group and time for each of the different sections on the ABC-RIT 
surveys are reported in T. Smith’s (2008, p.93) research in the following codes, SE-BASIC, self 
efficacy basic; SE-OTHER, self efficacy other; READ-PHL, reading philosophy; PD, professional 
development; and INTENT which relates to the participants’ intentions regarding the 
professional development.  Smith reported that the reliability scores for each section of the 
ABC-RIT surveys in her study were as follows; SE-BASIC α=.82; SE- OTHER α=.86; READ-PHL 
α=.63; PD α=.82; INTENT α=.89.  Smith ensured content validity by developing the items on 
the ABC-RIT surveys based on relevant prior research in the field of teachers’ attitudes 
towards reading instruction professional development and then professional researchers 
also provided “professional feedback and guidance regarding the content and wording of 
questions” (p.41). Psychometric properties of the survey were also assessed and Smith 
provides this information in her research.   
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4.4 Data Analysis 
 
The quantitative data collected from the pre and post surveys (Teacher Knowledge Survey, 
Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile, Teacher Observation Rubric, and ABC-RIT: Pre-test 
and ABC-RIT: Post-test) was input into the IBM statistical package SPSS 19 (2012) and the 
results are represented in various ways in the next chapter, including cross tabulation 
tables, bar graphs and tables.  Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to 
answer the first three research questions in order to determine whether there were 
statistically significant differences (pre and post-test) as measured through the TKS survey, 
DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile survey (DeFord, 1985) and Smith’s (2010) 
ABC-RIT surveys.  A one-sample t-test was used to determine whether there was a 
statistically significant difference in the participants’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional practices between observations and overall using the data recorded on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).   
 
Even though the sample size was relatively small (N=15), parametric tests were used in SPSS 
as MANOVA is considered to be relatively robust against violations of normality. However, it 
should be noted that the small sample size should be taken into consideration when 
interpreting some of the low reliability scores in the results section as smaller sample sizes 
are less likely to provide a reliability score above 0.7 particularly if the number of 
participants was less than the number of variables (i.e. items or questions in surveys). 
Indeed, it may not be possible with small samples to calculate the reliability. 
 
The statistical significance level used in the present study was p=<.05 and this was used to 
report whether there was a statistical difference pre and post-test when answering the first 
four research questions. Scheffe’s (1953) post-hoc tests were used to report on the 
difference between each group (pre and post-test) in MANOVA calculations to indicate 
whether the variable/s had a statistically significant difference. Pillai’s Trace was used to 
report the effect of the variable pre and post-test by reporting the variance of the group 
means (F), degrees of freedom (df) and significance (p) for each survey.  Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was used to report on the reliability of each of the data 
collection tools (Teacher Knowledge Survey, Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile, 
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Teacher Observation Rubric, and ABC-RIT surveys) used in the research, with a co-efficient 
of 0.5 deemed adequate internal consistency (taking into account the sample size), or 0.7 
and above indicating that the tool is reliable, and 0.8 or above indicating a good degree of 
internal consistency. The higher the reported co-efficient alpha, the more reliable the tool is 
considered to be (Schweizer, 2011).   
 
With regards to the TKS survey, statistical differences are determined using MANOVA based 
on the participants’ raw overall scores as suggested by Brady et al. (2009) in their research 
where they also used a similar TKS survey in order to establish the teachers’ knowledge of 
phonological awareness and phonics. However, the individual differences in the 
participants’ responses are also reported and discussed as a significant difference was not 
reported pre and post-test and therefore the researcher felt that it would be beneficial to 
report on each question on the TKS in order to provide a clearer picture of the specific 
changes in participants’ knowledge pre and post-test.  
 
Data collected from DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile survey (1985) was 
entered into SPSS by entering number 1 if a participant responded to the statement by 
circling ‘strongly agree’, the number 2 was entered for a response of ‘agree’, 3 was entered 
for a response of ‘neutral’, 4 for a response of ‘disagree’ and 5 was entered for a response 
of ‘strongly disagree’ for items other than 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26 and 27.  DeFord’s 
instructions for scoring the surveys state that items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26 and 27 are to be 
scored by reversing the responses, for example a response of ‘strongly agree’ for item 5 
would be scored and entered into SPSS as 5, instead of 1 as for the other items. MANOVA 
was used to calculate whether a statistically significant difference was found pre and post-
test for participants’ beliefs about reading instruction and the mean and standard deviation 
are reported and discussed for each item within each subset of beliefs; decoding, skills and 
whole language.  Cross tabulation is also provided for each item of the TORP survey, within 
their respective subset, and participants’ responses are reported and discussed.   
 
Changes to teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices were 
documented on the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) during each of the five 
observations. When entering the data in SPSS 19 (2012), a scale of 0-3 was used to indicate 
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the level of attainment for each instructional element on the Teacher Observation Rubric for 
each participant as recorded on the rubric during each observation.  The following system 
for data entry was as follows; 0  was entered when a participant did not demonstrate the 
element during the observation, 1 was entered if the participant’s skill in that element was 
developing, and 3 was entered if the participant demonstrated proficiency in that particular 
element. Changes in the teachers’ Let’s Decode instructional practices are represented in 
graphs, which visually demonstrate changes to the participants’ instruction for each 
observation for each observable element in the TOR (Hammond, 2010).  ANOVA and a 
paired sample t-test was used to establish whether the differences in the participants’ Let’s 
Decode instruction changed significantly between each observation for each observable 
element as well as whether the overall change in the participants’ Let’s Decode instruction 
was statistically significant. 
 
The data collected from the ABC-RIT background survey is represented in a table which 
outlines basic demographic data about each participant.  The raw scores collected from the 
ABC-RIT: Pre-test and ABC-RIT: Post-test were input into SPSS 19 (2012) using a scale of (1) 
for strongly disagree, (2) for disagree, (3) for neutral, (4) for agree, and (5) for strongly 
agree.  MANOVA was used to determine any possible differences between pre and post-test 
for the following sections of the ABC-RIT surveys: My teaching; Reading instruction and 
technique; Professional development views; Attitudes regarding professional development; 
Professional development motivation; and Professional development intentions.  Only one 
item required reverse coding as outlined by Smith (2010), which was item 9 in the 
Professional development motivation section of the ABC-RIT survey.   
 
MANOVA provides the answers to the fourth research question as it provides a statistical 
measure of difference of whether the participants’ beliefs about reading instruction 
changed pre and post-test.  Descriptive data was also calculated to determine the mean and 
standard deviation both pre and post-test for each section of the ABC-RIT (as above) to 
answer more specifically how the participants’ beliefs changed about reading instruction 
professional development.   
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Qualitative data was obtained from the exit interviews to answer the fifth research question 
and provide more depth to the quantitative data obtained to answer the first four research 
questions.  The participants’ comments and answers provide insights into their thoughts and 
experiences of their participation in this research and whether their beliefs and knowledge 
relate to their scores obtained in the surveys and the development of their Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices. Once the interviews were transcribed, the data 
was analysed using thematic coding so that the fifth research question could be answered 
systematically and concisely.    
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5.0 RESULTS 
 
The mixed method design of the present study allows both qualitative and quantitative 
results to be reported to answer all of the research questions. To begin with, the 
demographic data of the participants is provided in order to provide a background to all of 
the results reported (Table 2). The demographic data was collected from participants prior 
to the commencement of the professional development when they completed the 
Assessment of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training (ABC-RIT: background survey) 
(Smith, 2010) (APPENDIX D).  
Table 2. Demographic information of the participants 
 
The demographic data collected illustrates that there were three participants in the 20-25 
age bracket, five participants in the 26-35 age bracket, one participant in the 36-45 age 
bracket and six participants indicated that they were aged over 45.  As reported in the 
previous chapter the sample size consisted of 14 female participants and one male 
participant.  In order to provide confidentiality, all of the participants will be referred to as 
female throughout the remainder of the thesis.   
  
Year 
level  
 
Age 
Group 
 
Level of 
training 
 
Opinion about the 
amount of reading 
training received at 
University  
 
Years of 
teaching 
experience 
 
I am satisfied with the  
reading progress of my 
students in previous years 
P1 K Over 45 3 years  Adequate 13+ Agree 
P2 PP 26-35 Bachelor Too little 6 Disagree 
P3 1 26-35 Bachelor Too little 9 Agree 
P4 1/  2  26-35 Bachelor Too little 19 Neutral 
P5 K Over 45 Bachelor Too little 30 Agree 
P6 PP Over 45 Bachelor Too little 11 Neutral 
P7 1 36-45 Bach/ Dip Ed. Too little 5 Agree 
P8 1 / 2 Over 45 Bachelor Adequate 8 Agree / Strongly Agree 
P9 K Over 45 Bachelor Too little 6 Neutral 
P10 K 20-25 Bachelor Too little 1 No answer 
P11 PP 20-25 Bachelor Adequate 4 Neutral 
P12 PP 20-25 Bachelor Too little 2 Neutral 
P13 1 26-35 Bachelor Adequate 2 Agree 
P14 1/2  Over 45 Bachelor Too little 22 Neutral/ Agree 
P15 1/2 26-35 Bachelor Too little 6 Neutral 
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Six of the participants indicated that they ‘agreed’ that they were satisfied with the reading 
progress of their students in previous years with one participant circling both ‘agree’ and 
‘strongly agree’ with the same statement (Participant 8). Seven of the participants 
responded that they felt ‘neutral’ about the reading progress of their students in previous 
years and one participant (Participant 10) did not answer this statement on the survey.   
 
Eleven of the participants responded that they felt that they were given ‘too little’ training 
on teaching reading during their pre-service training which represented just over two thirds 
of the current sample.  Participant 10, the youngest of the participants, was also the least 
experienced as she only had one year of teaching experience prior to the commencement of 
this study.  She did not indicate an answer for the question which asked whether the 
participant has been satisfied with the reading achievement of their students in previous 
year and she indicated that she felt that her undergraduate degree had provided ‘too little’ 
training in teaching reading. Participant 10 noted next to this question that she had 
completed her pre-service training at a university in Western Australia.  Pre-service training, 
specifically in the area of teaching reading, was discussed in the literature review and the 
results from this survey will also be discussed further in the discussion chapter.   
 
5.1 Research question 1:  What do teachers know (pre and post) about early reading 
precursory skills as determined through a Teacher Knowledge Survey, and how does 
this change? 
 
Data collected from the Teacher Knowledge Survey (TKS) was used to answer the first 
research question.  The survey was administered before the participants participated in the 
professional development workshop (pre-test) and then at the end of the year after the fifth 
observation (post-test). Pre and post-test data was analysed to ascertain whether the 
teachers’ knowledge changed and more specifically in which areas it changed after 
participating in this research.  The overall raw scores were calculated for both the pre-test 
and post-test survey according to the number of questions answered correctly of the 41 
survey questions which tested participants’ knowledge and understanding.  The remaining 
four questions from the TKS survey required participants to respond to questions according 
to their perceptions of their knowledge and the importance of the knowledge assessed in 
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the TKS survey.  Table 3 provides information about participants’ responses to questions 42 
-45 of the TKS survey as well as their actual result on the TKS survey pre and post-test.  
 
Table 3. Teacher Knowledge Survey Summary Data 
 
TKS  PRE-TEST TKS POST-TEST 
 How important 
do you think it 
is for ECE 
teachers to 
understand this 
type of 
knowledge? 
How well 
do you 
think you 
did on the 
survey? 
 
 
TKS - 
Pre-test 
estimate  
 
 
How well you 
think you did 
compared to 
others 
completing 
the survey? 
TKS -   
Pre-test 
RESULT 
How important 
do you think it 
is for ECE 
teachers to 
understand this 
type of 
knowledge? 
How well 
do you 
think you 
did on the 
survey? 
 
 
TKS  
Post-test 
estimate 
 
How well you 
think you did 
compared to 
others 
completing 
the survey 
 
TKS -  
Post-
test 
RESULT 
 Qu. 42 Qu. 43 Qu. 44 Qu. 45  Qu. 42 Qu. 43 Qu. 44 Qu. 45  
P1 Very important Fairly well 30-35/41 A little above 
average 
25/41 Very important Fairly well 35/41 A little above 
average 
31/41 
P2 Very important Fairly well 29/41 Well below 
average 
26/41 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
28/41 
P3 Very important Not very 
well 
15/41 A little below 
average 
23/41 Very important Fairly well 32/41 A little below 
average 
25/41 
P4 Very important Fairly well 34/41 A little above 
average 
31/41 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
36/41 
P5 Very important Not very 
well 
25/41 A little below 
average 
23/41 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
25/41 
P6 Somewhat 
important 
Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
20/41 Very important Fairly well 35/41 No answer 26/41 
P7 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
29/41 Very important  Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
33/41 
P8 Very important Fairly well 35/41 A little above/  
A little below 
average 
30/41 Very important Fairly well 35/41 A little above 
average 
33/41 
P9 Very important Not very 
well 
25/41 A little below 
average 
28/41 Very important Not very 
well 
20/41 A little below 
average 
22/41 
P10 Very important Not very 
well 
No 
answer 
A little below 
average 
24/41 Very important Not very 
well 
25/41 A little below 
average 
19/41 
P11 Very important Fairly well 29/41 A little below 
average 
26/41 Very important/ 
Somewhat 
important 
Not very 
well 
25/41 A little below 
average 
26/41 
P12 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
37/41 Somewhat 
important 
Very well 38/41 A little above 
average 
35/41 
P13 Very important Fairly well  28/41 A little below 
average 
26/41 Very important Fairly well 37/41 A little below 
average 
28/41 
P14 Very important Fairly well 
/Not very 
well 
30/41 No answer 16/41 Very important No 
answer 
No 
answer 
No answer 16/41 
P15 Very important Fairly well 
/Not very 
30/41 No answer 16/41 Very important Fairly well 30/41 A little above 
average 
25/41 
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Both the pre-test and post-test scores on the TKS indicate that the participants had weak to 
moderate knowledge of phonological awareness and phonics with only two participants 
scoring 30 or above pre-test and four participants scoring 30 or above post-test out of a 
possible score of 41.   The mean score of 25.3 for the TKS pre-test survey indicates that 62% 
of questions on average were answered correctly.  The post-test survey results reported 
that 66% of questions were answered correctly on average with a mean score of 27.2. 
Cronbach’s Alpha reliability score of α= .278 indicates that the TKS was not a very reliable 
data collection tool, reflecting in part a lack of internal consistency between the various 
items. MANOVA reported that there was not a statistically significant difference pre and 
post-test (F= 1.30; df= 18.00; p=.608) and that there was only a statistically significant 
difference pre and post-test for question 28 (p=.048).   
 
Due to the fact that there was not a statistically significant difference in the teachers’ 
knowledge pre and post-test as determined by MANOVA, it was deemed important to 
report and analyse the differences in each participant’s responses to each question on the 
survey, pre and post-test to pinpoint exactly how they responded.  As each question of the 
survey is analysed separately it creates a clearer picture of each participant’s areas of 
strength and areas of weakness in terms of their knowledge of early reading skills, 
specifically phonological awareness and phonics. The TKS is reported and analysed in the 
order that the questions are presented in the survey as the questions are grouped together 
in different sections to test teachers’ knowledge of different aspects of phonological 
awareness.  The correct answer is shaded in each table for each question.  
 
The first question on the TKS survey assessed participants’ knowledge and understanding of 
the importance of phoneme awareness and its role in learning to read.  As reported in Table 
4, a total of four participants answered question 1 correctly pre-test which indicates that 
less than one third of participants did not know why phoneme awareness is important for 
children learning to read.  However, post-test nine participants answered the question 
correctly, as shown in the Table 4.  Participant 14 and 15 answered that they were not sure 
of the answer pre-test, however, they answered the question correctly post-test.   
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Table 4. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 1 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
1. Phoneme awareness is 
important for children 
learning to read because: 
a. it shows children how to 
decode words 
8 6 
c. it provides children with 
the concept of rhyme 
1 0 
d. it provides the basis for 
understanding what letters 
represent 
4 9 
e. I'm not sure 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
The second question of the TKS survey required the participants to choose a set of two one 
syllable words which would be suitable to use to teach children phoneme awareness.   As 
illustrated on Table 5 the correct answer is (a) and although there was no change in terms 
of the number of participants that answered the question correctly there were changes in 
the responses of participants 9 and 13 who answered this question incorrectly pre-test and 
correctly post-test.  Participants 14 and 15 answered the question correctly on the pre-test 
and then answered it incorrectly on the post-test.  Participants 1, 4, 7, 8 and 12 answered 
the question correctly on both the pre-test and post-test survey.    
 
Table 5.  Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 2 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
2. Which set of words 
should a teacher select for a 
phoneme awareness 
activity to give children 
practice with segmentation 
of four phonemes in one-
syllable words? 
a. thrill, sting 7 7 
b. shark, string 1 2 
c. witch, dodge 1 4 
d. all of the above 5 0 
e. I'm not sure 1 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Questions 3-10 on the TKS survey are concerned with whether the participants can 
determine the difference between phonological awareness and phoneme awareness. 
Participants’ answers did not change greatly for question 3, as illustrated in Table 6  except 
for the fact that more people indicated that they thought that the answer was (b) when the 
correct answer was (a).  Participants 6 and 10 did not answer the correctly pre-test yet 
answered it correctly in the post-test survey, whereas participants 9 and 15 answered 
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correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test with both participants answering (b) 
phoneme awareness.    
 
Table 6. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 3 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
3. Clapping the number of 
syllables in a word 
a. phonological awareness 12 11 
b. phoneme awareness 1 4 
c. neither 1 0 
d. both 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
Data gathered from question 4 suggests that participants performed better in the post-test 
survey with regards to the difference between phonological awareness and phoneme 
awareness as there was an increase in the number of participants that answered the 
question correctly post-test (Table 7).  However, individual participant’s responses tell a 
different story. Participants 1, 5, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13 answered question 4 correctly both pre 
and post-test.  Participants 6, 14 and 15 answered the question incorrectly on both pre and 
post-test surveys. Participants 2 and 7 answered the question correctly pre-test and then 
incorrectly post-test whereas participants 3, 4 and 10 answered the question incorrectly 
pre-test and then correctly post-test.    
 
Table 7. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 4 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
4. Segmenting each of the 
phonemes (speech sounds) 
in a word 
0 1 0 
a. phonological awareness 2 3 
b. phoneme awareness 9 10 
c. neither 1 0 
d. both 2 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results from question 5 revealed that participants 4 and 7 changed their response pre-
test to post-test. Only participants 11, 12 and 13 answered question 5 correctly and 
participants 1, 9 and 10 answered the question correctly on the pre-test but not on the 
post-test.   
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Table 8. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 5 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
5. Practicing the naming of 
letters 
a. phonological awareness 3 3 
b. phoneme awareness 4 6 
c. neither 5 5 
d. both 2 1 
e. not sure 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
In question 6, the same eight participants answered the question correctly pre-test and 
post-test and participants 3 and 11 answered the question incorrectly pre-test and then 
correctly post-test (Table 9).  
 
Table 9. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 6 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
6. Identifying the final 
phoneme in a word 
a. phonological awareness 3 1 
b. phoneme awareness 8 10 
d. both 4 4 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Question 7 assessed participants’ knowledge of rhyme and whether they knew that it is a 
skill of phonological awareness. Participants 1, 2, 5, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 answered 
question 7 correctly in both the pre and post-test TKS survey.  Participants 4, 6 and 10 
changed their response post-test and answered the question correctly (Table 10).  
 
Table 10. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 7 
 
  
 Pre-test Post-test 
7. Identifying which word in 
a set of words rhymes with 
a target word 
a. phonological awareness 11 13 
b. phoneme awareness 3 1 
d. both 1 1 
Total 15 15 
 
Table 11 outlines the results for question 8 on the TKS survey where participants 2, 7, 11, 12 
and 13 answered question 8 correctly on both the pre and post-test survey which indicates 
that they understood the content of the question. Whereas participants 6 and 10 answered 
the question correctly pre-test and yet incorrectly post-test which may indicate that their 
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answer in the pre-test was a guess or that they do not have a strong understanding of the 
content in the question to be able to answer it correctly twice.  Participant 4 answered 
question 8 incorrectly pre-test and then correctly post-test.    
 
Table 11. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 8  
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
8. Naming letters as quickly 
as possible 
a. phonological awareness 3 3 
b. phoneme awareness 4 6 
c. neither 7 6 
d. both 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Participants 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 answered question 9 correctly both pre and post-test.  
Participants 3 and 14 improved their overall post-test score by answering this question 
incorrectly pre-test and correctly post-test.  Participants 10, 11, 12 and 13 answered the 
question correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test (Table 12).   
 
Table 12. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 9 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
9. Identifying non-speech 
sounds (e.g. ball bouncing, 
whistle, sound of a 
hammer). 
a. phonological awareness 6 4 
b. phoneme awareness 0 2 
c. neither 9 7 
e. not sure 0 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Question 10 is indicative of whether the teachers have an understanding of phoneme 
awareness and the results are provided in Table 13. Only two participants (8 and 12) 
answered this question correctly pre-test and only participant 12 answered it correctly 
both pre and post-test.  If the participants understood that phoneme awareness is about 
being able to recognise individual speech sounds they would not have identified answer (d) 
crash as her answer as this only has 4 phonemes /c/, /r/, /a/, /sh/ and the correct answer 
blast has 5 phonemes, /b/, /l/, /a/, /s/, /t/.   The results for this question indicate that 
other than participant 12, the participants did not understand phoneme awareness and 
how to count the number of phonemes in words such as blast and crash.   
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Table 13.  Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 10 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
10. If you wanted to see if a 
child had mastered 
phoneme awareness, which 
is the best word to use (by 
asking a child to say each of 
the speech sounds?) 
a. cat 8 5 
b. blast 2 1 
c. cabinet 1 5 
d. crash 3 4 
e. I'm not sure 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Questions 11-15 in the TKS survey require the participants to demonstrate their knowledge 
and understanding of the cause of students’ spelling mistakes.  There was an increase in the 
number of correct responses for question 11 pre-test to post-test as illustrated in Table 14.  
Seven participants, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 12 and 13, answered the question correctly on both the pre 
and post-test survey and participants 3, 5, 8, 10 and 11 answered the question correctly 
post-test. Participants 5 and 10 answered that they were not sure in the pre-test and yet 
answered this question correctly post-test.  
 
Table 14. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 11 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
11. For each child's spelling, 
choose whether the child's 
error most likely indicates 
that the child may be having 
trouble with (a) phoneme 
awareness, (b) problems 
applying the code (phonics), 
(c) difficulty with other 
spelling features, (d) not 
sure). 
a. phoneme awareness 7 12 
b. problems applying the 
code (phonics) 
5 2 
c. difficulty with other 
spelling features 
1 1 
d. not sure 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Table 15 illustrates the results from question 12 where 6 participants, 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 and 12, 
answered question 12 correctly pre-test and post-test. Participants 6, 8 and 10 changed 
their response from pre-test to post-test to correctly answer the question post-test.  
Participant 10 answered that they were (d) unsure about this answer pre-test and yet they 
answered correctly post-test. 
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Table 15. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 12 
 Pre-test Post-test 
12. For each child's spelling, 
choose whether the child's 
error most likely indicates 
that the child may be having 
trouble with (a) phoneme 
awareness, (b) problems 
applying the code (phonics), 
(c) difficulty with other 
spelling features, (d) not 
sure). 
a. phoneme awareness 6 9 
b. problems applying the 
code (phonics) 
8 6 
d. not sure 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
For question 13, only four participants, 4, 5, 7 and 15, responded correctly on both the pre 
and post-test survey. However, participants 1 and 8 changed their responses from pre-test 
to post-test to answer it correctly during the post-test survey. Participants 3, 9, 12 and 14 
answered this question correctly pre-test and then they answered it incorrectly post-test.  
 
Table 16. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 13 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
13. For each child's spelling, 
choose whether the child's 
error most likely indicates 
that the child may be having 
trouble with (a) phoneme 
awareness, (b) problems 
applying the code (phonics), 
(c) difficulty with other 
spelling features, (d) not 
sure). 
a. phoneme awareness 4 3 
b. problems applying the 
code (phonics) 
8 6 
c. difficulty with other 
spelling features 
2 6 
d. not sure 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
Again in question 14, participants 4 and 7 answered correctly on both the pre and post-test 
survey, so it is evident that these two participants have an excellent understanding of 
phoneme awareness and phonics and how to identify when children are having trouble with 
either aspect of beginning reading.  Participants 4 and 7 answered questions 11-14 correctly 
in both the pre and post-test surveys (Table 17).  As well as these two participants 
answering this question correctly on both the pre and post-test surveys participants 14 and 
15 also answered it correctly on both surveys.   
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Table 17. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 14 
 Pre-test Post-test 
14. For each child's spelling, 
choose whether the child's 
error most likely indicates 
that the child may be having 
trouble with (a) phoneme 
awareness, (b) problems 
applying the code (phonics), 
(c) difficulty with other 
spelling features, (d) not 
sure). 
a. phoneme awareness 1 3 
b. problems applying the 
code (phonics) 
6 6 
c. difficulty with other 
spelling features 
7 5 
d. not sure 1 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Question 15 also required participants to indicate whether the children’s spelling examples 
in the survey are as a result of difficulties with phoneme awareness, problems applying the 
code (phonics), difficulty with other spelling features or that they are unsure (Table 18).  
Only three participants, 6, 8 and 9 answered this question correctly on both the pre and 
post-test survey.  Participants 4, 7, 10 and 11 answered this question incorrectly on the pre-
test survey and then correctly on the post-test survey. Three participants, 2, 3 and 5 
answered this question correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test.  Participant 3 
followed the same pattern for their responses from question 13, 14 and 15 where they 
answered it correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test.  Participants 4 and 7, who 
answered questions 11-14 correctly both pre and post-test, answered question 15 
incorrectly pre-test and correctly post-test. 
 
Table 18. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 15 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
15. For each child's spelling, 
choose whether the child's 
error most likely indicates 
that the child may be having 
trouble with (a) phoneme 
awareness, (b) problems 
applying the code (phonics), 
(c) difficulty with other 
spelling features, (d) not 
sure). 
a. phoneme awareness 6 8 
b. problems applying the 
code (phonics) 
3 5 
c. difficulty with other 
spelling features 
5 2 
d. not sure 1 0 
Total 15 15 
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A summary of findings from questions 12-15 demonstrated that participant 13 did not 
answer any of the questions correctly during either the pre-test or post-test survey.   
 
Questions 16-23 gathered data on the teachers’ knowledge of whether they can ascertain 
how many phonemes are in particular words.  The data gathered from these eight questions 
allows the researcher to draw conclusions regarding the teachers’ understanding of what a 
phoneme is, how to identify them and how to count them in a variety of words and whether 
their knowledge and understanding changes as a result of participating in this research over 
the course of one year 
Question 16 was answered particularly well as seen in Table19, as only two participants, 3 
and 6 answered this question incorrectly pre-test. Both of these participants then 
responded correctly post-test.  
 
 
Table 19. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 16 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
16. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
BEST 
2 1 0 
3 1 0 
4 13 15 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Of the ten participants who answered question 17 correctly pre-test, eight also answered it 
correctly post-test.  The other two participants who answered it correctly pre-test were 
participants 1 and 11 who then went on to answer the question incorrectly post-test.  
Participants 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 performed better in the post-test survey as they answered 
this question correctly post-test.  Participants 14 and 15 both circled that they thought there 
were seven phonemes in the word through in their pre-test survey which indicates that they 
did not understand what a phoneme was before they participated in the research as they 
had clearly counted the number of letters in the word through and not the phonemes /th/, 
/r/, /ough/. Table 20 reports the results from question 17 in the Teacher Knowledge Survey. 
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    Table 20.  Teacher Knowledge Survey Question 17 
 Pre-test Post-test 
17. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
THROUGH 
0 1 1 
2 2 1 
3 10 13 
7 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Question 18 was answered correctly by 13 of the 15 participants in both the pre and post-
test surveys, with the remaining two participants answering it correctly post-test as outlined 
in Table 21.  Again, participants 14 and 15 had counted the number of letters in the word 
chirp and not the phonemes, /ch/, /ir/, /p/.  
 
Table 21. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 18 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
18. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
CHIRP 
3 13 15 
5 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
Twelve participants answered question 19 correctly (pre and post-test) (Table 22), with 
participant 3 answering it correctly pre-test and incorrectly post-test. Participant 15 
answered the question incorrectly by identifying five phonemes (the number of letters in 
the word)  pre-test and then answering it correctly in the post-test. 
 
   Table 22. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 19 
 Pre-test Post-test 
19. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
FRESH 
2 0 1 
3 1 2 
4 12 12 
5 2 0 
Total 15 15 
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For question 20 only two participants, 8 and 12 answered this question correctly both pre 
and post-test as illustrated in Table 23. The remaining 13 participants answered this 
question incorrectly due to the fact that they would not have counted the extra /w/ 
phoneme in the word quaint.  The word quaint has five phonemes, /q/, /w/, /ai/, /n/, /t/.  
Again, participants 14 and 15 indicated that they thought that the word quaint had six 
phonemes and it appears that they’ve counted the letters, and not the individual units of 
sound (phonemes).  
 
Table 23. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 20. 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
20. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
QUAINT 
0 0 1 
3 4 3 
4 7 9 
5 2 2 
6 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results for question 21 are provided in Table 24 and participants 3, 4, 7, 8 and 12 
answered question 21 correctly pre-test, and the last four participants listed also answered 
it correctly post-test.  Participant 3 answered the question incorrectly in the post-test survey 
as they changed their answer from 5, the correct answer in the pre-test survey to 3 in the 
post-test survey.    Participants 5, 6 and 13 changed their responses pre-test to post-test and 
answered the question correctly post-test. Again, participants 14 and 15 circled the answer 
‘7’ for the number of phonemes in the word scratch in the pre-test.  Although they changed 
their answers in the post-test survey they still were not the correct answer.  
 
Table 24. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 21. 
 
 Pre-test Post-test 
21. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
SCRATCH 
0 0 1 
3 1 1 
4 5 2 
5 5 7 
6 2 4 
7 2 0 
Total 15 15 
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Twelve of the participants answered question 22 correctly pre-test and 14 participants 
answered it correctly post-test (Table 25). The three participants that did not answer the 
question correctly pre-test were participants 13, 14 and 15.  Participants 13 and 15 did, 
however, answer it correctly post-test which means that out of all of the sample size one 
participant (14) did not answer this question correctly at all either on the pre or post-test 
survey.  This participant circled that the word shore had five phonemes in the pre-test and 
three phonemes in the post-test.   
 
Table 25. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 22 
 Pre-test Post-test 
22. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
SHORE 
2 12 14 
3 1 1 
5 2 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Participant 12 was the only person to answer question 23 correctly both pre-test and post-
test (Table 26). Participant 4 was the only participant to then answer the question correctly 
post-test.  It is evident from the number of incorrect responses to this question that the 
majority of respondents, 11 out of 15, circled that there were four phonemes in the word 
next.  The word next has five phonemes in it due to the fact that there is a /s/ sound in the 
letter x.  Therefore, there are five phonemes, /n/, /e/, /x/, /s/, /t/.  However, this is a higher 
level phoneme segmentation task so it is understandable that the majority of participants 
answered this question incorrectly.  
 
Table 26. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 23 
 
 Pre test Post test 
23. Circle the number of 
phonemes in each word.  
Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes.  A phoneme is 
the smallest unit of sound; 
it is smaller than a syllable. 
NEXT 
3 3 2 
4 11 11 
5 1 2 
Total 15 15 
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Question 24 identifies the teachers’ knowledge and understanding of the difference 
between consonants and vowels in terms of not what they are, but how they are used and 
spoken.  Only four participants answered this question correctly identifying (c) as the correct 
answer, and seven participants answered it correctly post-test.  Participants 4, 8 and 12 
answered the question correctly both pre and post- test and participants 2, 6, 9 answered 
the question incorrectly pre-test but then answered it correctly post-test.  Participant 11 
identified that they were not sure about the answer pre-test and then answered it 
incorrectly post-test. Participant 5 and 15 initially answered the question correctly and then 
answered it incorrectly post-test (Table 27). 
 
Table 27. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 24 
 
 Pre test Post test 
24. What would be the best 
response if one of your 
students asked you: "What 
is the difference between 
consonants and vowels?" 
a. the vowels are just AEIOU 
and sometimes Y, and the 
consonants are all the rest 
7 5 
b. all words have to have a 
vowel but they don't have 
to have a consonant 
2 3 
c. in contrast to how we 
make consonant sounds, 
when we make vowel 
sounds our mouths are 
open 
4 7 
d. I'm not sure 1 0 
 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
All of the participants answered question 25 correctly pre-test and then participant 14 
answered it incorrectly post-test. 
 
Table 28. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 25 
 Pre test Post test 
25. Say each of the 
following words out loud.  
Then reverse the order of 
the sounds, and say the 
new English word that 
results.  Write the new 
word with its conventional 
(correct) English spelling on 
the line. TUB 
but 15 14 
no answer 0 1 
Total 15 15 
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Eleven participants answered question 26 correctly pre-test and 10 of these participants 
answered it correctly in both the pre and post-test survey.  Participants 5, 14 and 15 did not 
answer this question correctly in either the pre or post-test survey.  Participants 2 and 9 
initially answered this question incorrectly in the pre-test survey and then answered 
correctly post-test.  Table 29 outlines the results from question 26. 
 
Table 29. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 26 
 
 Pre test Post test 
26. Say each of the 
following words out loud.  
Then reverse the order of 
the sounds, and say the 
new English word that 
results.  Write the new 
word with its conventional 
(correct) English spelling on 
the line. FACE 
cafe 2 2 
ecaf 1 0 
esaf 1 0 
no answer 0 1 
safe 11 12 
Total 15 15 
 
 
For question 27, 12 participants answered the question correctly on both the pre and post-
test survey.  Participants 5 and 15 changed their answers pre-test and answered it correctly 
post-test.  Participant 14 answered the question correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-
test. 
 
Table 30.  Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 27 
 
 Pre test Post test 
27. Say each of the 
following words out loud.  
Then reverse the order of 
the sounds, and say the 
new English word that 
results.  Write the new 
word with its conventional 
(correct) English spelling on 
the line. TEACH 
cheat 13 14 
hcaet 1 0 
no answer 1 1 
Total 15 15 
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The only statistically significant difference reported for the Teacher Knowledge Survey was 
reported for Question 28 (p=.048). Eight participants identified the correct definition (a)  
pre-test and only six participants answered it correctly post-test (Table 31). Participants 1, 8 
and 12 answered this question correctly in both the pre and post survey.  Participants 4, 9, 
10, 11 and 13 answered this question correctly pre-test and then answered it incorrectly 
post-test.  Participant 6 answered question 28 incorrectly in both surveys and participants 
14 and 15 identified that they were not sure of the answer pre-test and then answered it 
correctly post-test.  
 
 
Table 31. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 28 
 Pre test Post test 
28. Phonics instruction is: 0 0 1 
a. teaching the 
correspondences between 
letters and sounds 
8 6 
d. most effective when 
explicitly taught in a 
sequence from easier to 
more complex code 
patterns 
4 8 
e. I'm not sure 3 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Participants 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 14 and 15 answered question 29 correctly both pre and post- test 
and Participants 6, 8, 10, 11 and 13 answered this question incorrectly pre-test and then 
correctly post-test.  Participant 9 and 12 answered this question correctly pre-test and then 
incorrectly post-test and participant 9 chose to respond that they were not sure (d) of the 
answer even though they had answered it correctly pre-test.  Four participants, 8, 10, 11 
and 13 identified that they were not sure of the answer to this question pre-test; however, 
they all answered the question correctly post-test.  The results for question 29 of the TKS 
survey are provided in Table 32.   
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Table 32. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 29 
 
 Pre test Post test 
29. If you were testing kids 
to see if they had mastered 
how to spell the silent "e" 
pattern, is there a value to 
including nonsense words 
such as tupe and snede? 
a. No. Nonsense words are 
not authentic because they 
have no meaning 
1 0 
b. No. Students would just 
confuse nonsense words 
with real words 
1 1 
c. Yes. Nonsense words 
allow the teacher to see if 
students can apply the 
pattern 
9 12 
d. Yes. Nonsense words are 
more difficult to spell 
because children haven't 
seen them before 
0 1 
e. I'm not sure 4 1 
Total 15 15 
 
The results for question 30 of the TKS are outlined in Table 33.  Twelve of the participants, 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13 and 15, answered question 30 correctly on both the pre and 
post- test survey.  However, participants 9 and 14 answered it correctly pre-test and then 
incorrectly post-test.  The two participants that answered (e), that there is no principle or 
rule to explain this on the post-test survey were participants 9 and 10.  Participant 9 
answered this question correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post- test. 
 
Table 33. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 30 
 
 Pre test Post test 
30. The /k/ sound in lake 
and lack are spelt 
differently.  Why is lack 
spelled with ck? 
0 0 1 
c. ck is used immediately 
after a short vowel 
14 12 
d. c and k produce the same 
sound 
1 0 
e. There is no principle or 
rule to explain this 
0 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Participants 4, 11 and 12 answered question 31 correctly in both the pre and post-test 
surveys.  Participants 1, 3, 7 and 15 answered this question incorrectly pre-test and then 
correctly post-test.  Whereas, participants 10 and 13 answered the question correctly pre-
test and then incorrectly post-test with participant 10 choosing (e) that there was no rule or 
principle to explain the reason why there is a double ‘n’ in the word stunning (Table 34).   
153 
 
Table 34. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 31 
 Pre test Post test 
31. Why is there a double 
'n' in stunning? 
0 1 2 
a. Because the word ends in 
a single consonant 
preceded by a single vowel, 
and the ending begins with 
a vowel 
5 7 
b. Because the final 
consonant is always 
doubled when adding -ing. 
8 5 
e. There is no principle or 
rule to explain this 
1 1 
Total 15 15 
 
The results for question 32 from the TKS survey are provided in Table 35. Five participants, 
2, 3, 11, 12 and 13, answered question 32 question correctly on both the pre and post-test 
surveys. Participants 1, 6 and 15 answered this question incorrectly pre-test and then 
correctly post-test.  Participants 5, 7, 9 and 10 answered this question correctly pre-test and 
then incorrectly post-test.    
 
Table 35. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 32 
 
 Pre test Post test 
32. A student writes: "I have 
finely finished my drawing." 
Her misspelling of the word 
finally most likely indicates 
that she: 
0 2 2 
a. is not attentive to the 
sounds in the word 
2 4 
b. does not know basic 
letter-sound relations 
1 1 
c. has not matched spelling 
to the meaningful parts 
(morphemes) of the word 
9 8 
d. has a limited vocabulary 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
Table 36 provides the results to question 33 of the Teacher Knowledge Survey.  Participants 
3, 4, 6, 8, 12 and 13 answered question 33 correctly for both the pre and post-test survey.  
Participants 5, 7, 9 and 15 answered the question incorrectly in the pre-test and then 
correctly in the post-test.  Again, participant 10 answered the question correctly pre-test 
and then incorrectly post-test.  Participants 9, 14 and 15 answered that they were not sure 
about the answer to this question about consonants pre-test and then each of them 
changed their answer post-test with participants 9 and 15 both answering correctly with 
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response (b).  Participant 11 answered that they were not sure (e) about the answer when 
they answered it correctly pre-test. 
 
Table 36. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 33 
 
 Pre test Post test 
33. Consonants are a. speech sounds that are 
connected to letters 
3 3 
b. a group of speech sounds 
formed when the vocal 
airflow is obstructed either 
completely or partially 
8 10 
d. letters that children use 
to spell words 
1 1 
e. I'm not sure 3 1 
Total 15 15 
 
Questions 34-38 on the TKS survey tests participants’ knowledge of phonetically regular and 
irregular words.  For question 34 the participants’ task was to identify whether the word 
went is phonetically regular or irregular and all of the participants answered question 34 
correctly pre-test and then participant 10 answered it incorrectly post-test (Table 37). 
 
Table 37. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 34 
 
 Pre test Post test 
34. Please indicate whether 
each of the words is 
phonetically regular or 
irregular 
0 0 1 
a. regular 
 
 
15 14 
Total 15 15 
 
Again, all of the participants answered question 35, for the word the by correctly identifying 
it as phonetically irregular pre-test and then participant 10 answered it incorrectly post-test. 
(Table38). 
 
Table 38. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 35 
 
 Pre test Post test 
35. Please indicate whether 
each of the words is 
phonetically regular or 
irregular 
0 0 1 
b. irregular 15 14 
Total 15 15 
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All of the participants, except for participant 2, answered question 36 correctly, by 
identifying that the word done is also phonetically irregular, pre-test and participant 2 
answered it correctly post-test. Once again, participant 10 answered this question correctly 
pre-test and then incorrectly post-test (Table 39).  
 
Table 39. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 36 
 
 Pre test Post test 
36. Please indicate whether 
each of the words is 
phonetically regular or 
irregular 
0 0 1 
a. regular 1 0 
b. irregular 14 14 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Question 37 of the TKS survey required participants to correctly identify whether the word 
tea is phonetically regular or irregular and 11 of the participants answered it correctly pre-
test (Table 40).  The results for this question need further clarification as the initial results 
do not provide the full description of how participants answered this question from pre and 
post-test.  Participants 3, 9, 11, and 14 answered question 37 correctly pre-test and then 
participant 9 and 15 answered the question correctly post-test.  Participant 3 and 14 did not 
answer this question correctly in either the pre or post-test survey.  Participant 10 answered 
the question correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test. 
 
Table 40. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 37 
 Pre test Post test 
37. Please indicate whether 
each of the words is 
phonetically regular or 
irregular 
0 0 1 
a. regular 11 10 
b. irregular 4 4 
Total 15 15 
 
Question 38 required participants to determine whether the word put is phonetically 
regular or irregular and participants 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 15 answered question 38 correctly for 
both the pre-test and post-test surveys by identifying (b) as the correct answer (Table 41). 
Participants 1 and 3 answered this question correctly post-test after answering it incorrectly 
pre-test. 
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Table 41. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 38 
 Pre test Post test 
38. Please indicate whether 
each of the words is phonetically 
regular or irregular 
0 0 1 
a. regular 8 5 
b. irregular 7 9 
Total 15 15 
 
 
All of the participants answered questions 39  and 40 correctly in both the pre and post-test 
survey where the questions required participants to identify the correct number of syllables 
in the words  unbelievable (question 39) and finger (question 40) as demonstrated in Tables 
42 and 43 respectively. 
 
Table 42. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 39 
 
 Pre test Post test 
39. For each of the words 
shown below, count the 
syllables and circle the 
correct number of syllables 
to the right of the word 
5 15 15 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Table 43. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 40 
 Pre test Post test 
40. Circle the correct 
number of syllables to the 
right of the word 
2 
 
 
15 15 
Total 15 15 
 
 
All of the participants answered question 41 correctly by identifying that the word hopeful 
has two syllables pre-test and yet one participant, participant 6, answered this question 
incorrectly  post-test (Table 44).  It would be expected that early childhood teachers would 
correctly identify that the word hopeful has two syllables as this is an easy skill.   
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Table 44. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 41 
 
 Pre test Post test 
41. Circle the correct 
number of syllables to the 
right of the word 
2 15 14 
3 0 1 
Total 15 15 
 
The last multiple choice question, question 42, as illustrated in Table 45, provides data for 
the researcher in terms of the participants’ views on the importance of teachers knowing 
and understanding the questions in the survey they’ve just answered.  Every participant, 
except for participant 6, answered that it is ‘very important’ pre-test and then participant 6 
changed their mind post-test and answered that they felt that it was ‘somewhat important’.  
Participant 12 originally answered that it was ‘very important’ to know this information pre-
test and then answered that it was ‘somewhat important’ post-test. 
 
Table 45. Teacher Knowledge Survey Results Question 42 
 
 Pre test Post test 
42. Regarding the type of 
knowledge contained in the 
previous questions, please 
answer the following; how 
important do you think it is 
for ECE teachers to 
understand this type of 
knowledge? 
somewhat important 1 1 
very important 14 14 
Total 15 15 
 
  
 5.11 Summary of results 
 
In summary, to answer the first research question, the teachers’ knowledge about 
phonological awareness and phonics did not significantly change pre and post-test as 
determined by the Teacher Knowledge Survey. However, as outlined on Table 3, 10 of the 
participants improved their pre-test score.  The minimum gain on the TKS survey score from 
the pre-test and post-test was two and the most that a participant’s score improved was by 
nine.  Participant 15 obtained a pre-test score of 16/41 and 25/41 post-test.  Although her 
score improved by nine points from the pre-test survey; her result is still not considered to 
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be reflective of a high level of knowledge and understanding about phonological awareness 
and phonics.  For questions 2, 3 and 24 participant 15 answered the question correctly pre-
test and then incorrectly post-test.  She indicated that she knew that her knowledge and 
understanding of phonological awareness and phonics had improved as she answered that 
she thought that she had done ‘fairly well’ in her post-test survey when she answered ‘not 
very well’ and ‘fairly well’ for her perceived score for the pre-test survey.   
 
Three participants, 9, 10 and 12 received a lower score on the post-test survey than their 
pre-test score and two participants, 11 and 14 scored exactly the same result for both 
surveys.   However, it is important to note that participant 12’s score on the TKS pre-test 
survey was the highest score in the sample, 37/41 and her post-test survey score was 35/41.   
 
Participant 10, a Kindergarten teacher, with one year teaching experience responded very 
inconsistently in her responses for the TKS survey. Participant 10 answered questions 5, 8, 9, 
28, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37 and 38 correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test.  
Question 31 and 32 tests participants’ spelling knowledge and questions 34-38 tests 
participants’ knowledge and understanding of regular and irregular words.   
 
Participant 14, a Year 1 and 2 teacher with 22 years teaching experience, only received a 
score of 16/41 for both the pre-test and post-test survey and her answers in the TKS survey 
indicate that she had very little to no understanding of the component skills of phonological 
awareness and phonics.  For questions 2, 13, 25, 27 and 30 on the TKS survey, participant 14 
answered the question correctly on the pre-test survey and then answered them in-
correctly on the post-test survey.  Participant 14’s incorrect answers to questions 30, 31, 32 
and 33 indicate that they do not have a good understanding of spelling rules, such as when 
‘ck’ is used and when ‘k’ is used at the end of a word, or why there is a double ‘n’ is the 
word stunning. Participant 14 demonstrated that they did not have a good understanding of 
irregular and regular words, as they incorrectly answered questions 37 and 38 which ask 
participants to identify whether the words, tea and put are phonetically regular or irregular.  
 
The participants’ answer to the questions about phonemes changed pre-test to post-test as 
indicated in the increased number of correct responses to questions 1, 4 and 6.  There was 
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also a change in the number of correct responses to questions 11, 12 and 15. In addition, 
there was evidence of a change post-test of the number of correct responses for questions 
16-23 where participants were required to identify the number of phonemes in a list of 
words, best, through, chirp, fresh, quaint, scratch, shore and next.  Thirteen of the 15 
participants were able to correctly identify that there are 4 phonemes in the word best for 
question 16 pre-test and post-test and the other two participants answered correctly post-
test.  However, for question 17, where participants were required to identify how many 
phonemes are in the word through only eight of the participants were able to correctly 
identify that there are three phonemes on the pre-test survey.  Five of the participants that 
did not answer this question correctly on the pre-test survey answered correctly on the 
post-test survey whereas two participants answered this question correctly pre-test and 
then incorrectly post-test. Question 18 required participants to identify how many 
phonemes are in the word chirp and 13 of the participants answered this question correctly 
on both the pre-test survey and post-test survey and the remaining two participants 
answered the question correctly on the post-test survey. However, the large number of 
incorrect responses to questions 20, 21 and 23 both pre and post-test, where participants 
were required to indicate the number of phonemes in the words quaint, scratch and next 
respectively, demonstrate that the participants’ overall still did not have a good 
understanding of the number of phonemes for the sounds at the completion of their 
involvement in the study.  However, it is relevant to note here that the number of 
phonemes in the sounds /kw/, /tch/ and /x/ are considered to be more complex than 
simpler sounds with only one phoneme.  Participant 12, a Pre-Primary teacher with only two 
years teaching experience was the only person to correctly identify the number of 
phonemes for the words in questions 16-23 and she also achieved the highest TKS score 
pre-test of 37/41.  Participant 8, a Year 1 /2 teacher with eight years teaching experience, 
and a post-test TKS survey result of 33/41 correctly answered questions 16-22 correctly on 
both the pre and post-test surveys which indicates that they were the only participants to 
possess a strong understanding of phonemes. The inconsistency between some of the 
participants’ responses to the questions pre and post-test may also be due to the fact that 
the participants were guessing the answers or choosing random responses. 
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The number of correct responses from participants to questions 39-41 both pre and post-
test may indicate that they had a strong understanding of syllables as the questions 
required participants to correctly identify the number of syllables in the words unbelievable, 
finger and hopeful.  All of the participants answered these questions correctly both pre and 
post-test, except for participant 6 which answered question 41 correctly (the word hopeful 
has 2 syllables) pre-test and then incorrectly post-test.  
 
It is important to note here that correct responses from participants to questions included 
on the TKS survey cannot be solely attributed to knowledge or understanding as there is 
always the possibility that participants guess or randomly choose their response to a 
question on the survey.  
 
5.2  Research question 2:  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction, as 
determined through the DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile Survey 
(1985), and how does this change?  
 
The teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction were determined through administering 
DeFord’s (1985) Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile (TORP) both pre and post-test and 
the participants’ TORP pre-test and post-test scores are reported in Table 46.  Cronbach’s 
alpha reported that this survey was reliable (α= .721).  The teachers’ total TORP scores 
ranged from 55-81 pre-test and 59-96 post-test.  Although there were changes in each of 
the participant’s total TORP scores (pre and post), MANOVA reported that there was not a 
statistically significant difference (F=2.52, df=21.00, p=.46) overall pre and post–test.    
However, statistically significant differences were reported for items 2 (p=.044) and 10 
(p=.010) which are both items from the phonics subset on the TORP surveys.  The mean 
score both pre and post-test reported that overall the participants held a skills belief system 
to teaching reading. 
 
The participants’ total scores pre and post-test for the TORP surveys are provided in Table 
46, however it is important to note that participant 10 did not respond to seven items on 
the pre-test survey and two items on the post-test survey which must be taken into 
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consideration when looking at her score from the TORP survey which places her beliefs in 
the ‘decoding’ perspective.  
 
     Table 46. TORP Summary Data 
Participant Pre-test  Post-test Change 
P1 71 (Skills) 59 (Decoding) -12 
P2 57 (Decoding) 66 (Skills) +9 
P3 73 (Skills) 67 (Skills) -6 
P4 66 (Skills) 68 (Skills) +2 
P5 68 (Skills) 62 (Decoding) -6 
P6 74 (Skills) 68 (Skills) -6 
P7 60 (Decoding) 70 (Skills) +10 
P8 60 (Decoding) 65 (Decoding) +5 
P9 66 (Skills) 61 (Decoding) -5 
P10 63 (Decoding)* 56 (Decoding)* -7 
P11 72 (Skills) 96 (Skills) +24 
P12 78 (Skills) 66 (Skills) -12 
P13 75 (Skills) 68 (skills)  -7 
P14 81 (Skills) 93 (Skills)  +12 
P15 55 (Decoding) 60 (Decoding)   +1 
 
 
Table 47 illustrates that ten of the fifteen participants stayed within the same reading 
profile (e.g. decoding, skills, or whole language) pre and post-test.  
 
Table 47.  Changes to participants’ beliefs about reading  
 Pre-test Post-test 
Decoding 5 6 
Skills 10 9 
Whole 
language 
0 0 
 
 
The data suggests that majority of the participants pre-test believed in a skills based 
approach to teaching reading which focuses on some decoding but also elements of 
recognising whole words.  Post-test, the results were similar with nine participants 
indicating that they also believed in a skills based approach to teaching reading.  Participants 
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8, 10 and 15 did not change their beliefs pre and post-test as they scored a result for both 
surveys which meant that their beliefs fell within the decoding perspective.  Participants 3, 
4, 6, 11, 12, 13 and 14 did not change their beliefs as they maintained an overall score for 
both the pre and post-test survey which fell within the beliefs of the skills perspective.  
 
None of the participants in this study received an overall mark which indicated that they 
held beliefs of a whole language approach to teaching reading, however, many of their 
responses indicated that some of the participants do believe in aspects of the whole 
language approach to teaching reading which will be discussed in the context of each 
question within the three different subsets (skills, phonics or whole language). It is 
important to note here that a participant’s overall score on the TORP survey (DeFord, 1985) 
places their beliefs about teaching reading on a continuum of instructional beliefs and that 
this survey has been used in the present study to determine these beliefs to establish a 
baseline so that a discussion can take place if differences are determined pre and post-test.  
The participants’ responses to the various items on the TORP survey allow the researcher to 
gain insight into their beliefs about their instructional practices and how their beliefs may 
affect their receptivity to the professional development, their implementation of Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) and whether sustainable changes in their beliefs are made as a 
result of their participation in the present study.  
 
DeFord (1985) reports that although it is important to report the mean scores achieved on 
the TORP survey it is more valuable to look closely at the discriminations within the key item 
subsets (phonics, skills or whole language) to obtain a more descriptive analysis and 
breakdown of key indicators that make the difference for each participant’s overall score 
and reading instruction profile.  The results outline the mean score (response) for each 
statement and the standard deviation for each item for all of the items within the three 
subsets as outlined by DeFord (p.358).  The phonics subset consists of the following items; 1, 
2, 3, 6, 9, 10, 12, 20, 21 and 22, which have a strong focus on a phonics approach (decoding) 
to teaching reading.  The second subset, skills, includes items 4, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 24, 25, 
and 28 (DeFord, p.358).  The third subset, whole language, includes items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 
23, 26 and 27 as these items focus on beliefs held by teachers with a whole language 
approach to teaching beginning readers (DeFord, p.358).  Table 48 reports the results for 
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the Phonics subset items of the TORP survey with the average response by participants 
provided pre and post-test and the standard deviation (DeFord, 1985). 
 
    Table 48. TORP Phonics subset descriptive statistics 
PHONICS subset  Pre or 
Post test Mean       SD 
1. A child needs to be able to verbalise the rules of phonics in order to assure 
proficiency in processing new words 
Pre test 2.50 .760 
Post test 2.47 1.246 
2. An increase in reading errors is usually related to a decrease in comprehension Pre test 2.29 1.069 
Post test 3.00 1.309 
3. Dividing words into syllables according to rules is a helpful instructional practice 
for reading new words 
Pre test 1.60 .737 
Post test 2.13 .990 
6. When children do not know a word, they should be instructed to sound out its 
parts 
Pre test 2.13 1.125 
Post test 2.00 1.00 
9. Reversals (e.g., saying "saw" for "was") are significant problems in the teaching 
of reading 
Pre test 3.07 .799 
Post test 2.87 1.060 
10. It is good practice to correct a child as soon as an oral reading mistake is made Pre test 3.79 1.051 
Post test 2.80 1.014 
12. Paying close attention to punctuation marks is necessary to understanding 
story content 
Pre test 2.87 1.125 
Post test 2.21 1.321 
20. Controlling text through consistent spelling patterns (The fat cat ran back.  
The fact cat sat on a hat) is a means by which children can best learn to read 
Pre test 2.40 1.242 
Post test 2.20 1.320 
21. Formal instruction in reading is necessary to insure the adequate 
development of all skills used in reading 
Pre test 1.36 .633 
Post test 1.40 .828 
22. Phonic analysis is the most important form of analysis used when meeting 
new words 
Pre test 2.08 .862 
Post test 2.00 .655 
 
Item 1 of the TORP survey revealed that the mean response both pre and post-test was 
‘agree’.  The participants’ responses to item 1 of the TORP survey are provided in Table 49.  
Participant 2 completely changed her mind in response to this item, indicating a response of 
‘strongly agree’ pre-test to ‘strongly disagree’ post-test. Participant 3 also changed her 
belief, changing from ‘disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ which may indicate that the professional 
development, coaching and mentoring had some influence on their beliefs about the 
importance and value of explicitly teaching phonics and the rules of phonics.   
 
Table 49.  Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 1 
 
 
 Pre test Post test 
1. A child needs to be able 
to verbalise the rules of 
phonics in order to assure 
proficiency in processing 
new words 
   
1. strongly agree 1 4 
2. agree 6 4 
3. neutral 6 4 
4. disagree 1 2 
5. strongly disagree 0 1 
Total 14 15 
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Table 50 provides the participants’ responses to item 2 of the TORP survey.  The mean score 
for item 2 revealed that the average participant response was ‘agree’ for the pre-test survey 
and ‘neutral’ in the post-test survey.  Once again, participant 2 completely changed their 
answer in response to this item, changing from ‘strongly agree’ pre-test, to ‘strongly 
disagree’ post-test.  Participant 15 also changed their response to this item in exactly the 
same manner.  Participant 10 did not include a response to item 2 pre-test and then 
responded with ‘neutral’ in the post-test which indicates that she still was not sure about 
this statement concerned with comprehension.   
 
Table 50. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 2 
 Pre test Post test 
2. An increase in reading 
errors is usually related to a 
decrease in comprehension 
   
1. strongly agree 4 2 
2. agree 4 4 
3. neutral 4 3 
4. disagree 2 4 
5. strongly disagree 0 2 
Total 14 15 
 
 
Item 3 describes a statement which indicates that the participant believes that a phonics or 
decoding approach to teaching beginning reading is the most effective way to teaching new 
and unfamiliar words.  The average response to this item was ‘strongly agree’ pre-test and 
‘agree’ post-test.  Two participants (2 and 7) changed their responses to item 3 from 
‘strongly agree’ pre-test to ‘disagree’ post -test (Table 51). 
 
Table 51. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 3 
 
 Pre test Post test 
3. Dividing words into 
syllables according to rules 
is a helpful instructional 
practice for reading new 
words 
1. strongly agree 8 4 
2. agree 5 7 
3. neutral 2 2 
4. disagree 0 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results from item 6 on the TORP survey pre-test indicated that two thirds of the 
participants either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with the statement that children should 
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decode words when they come across unfamiliar words (Table 52).  Post-test, 12 of the 15 
participants indicated either ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ to this statement.  
 
  Table 52.  Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 6 
 Pre test Post test 
6. When children do not 
know a word, they should 
be instructed to sound out 
its parts 
   
1. strongly agree 5 5 
2. agree 5 7 
3. neutral 4 1 
4. disagree 0 2 
5. strongly disagree 1 0 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The mean score for item 9 revealed that the average response pre-test was ‘neutral’ and 
changed to ‘agree’ post-test (Table 53).  The fact that as a cohort, the participants believed 
that this statement was true indicates that perhaps they found that reversals were less 
common when phonological awareness and phonics are taught explicitly. This can be said of 
participant 3 who completely changed her answer to this statement changing their response 
from ‘disagree’ pre-test to ‘agree’ post-test.  Participant 2 did not change her response, 
responding both pre and post-test with ‘strongly disagree’. Participant 9 responded with 
‘neutral’ to this item pre-test and then ‘strongly disagree’ post-test. 
 
Table 53. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 9 
 Pre test Post test 
9. Reversals (e.g., saying 
"saw" for "was") are 
significant problems in the 
teaching of reading 
2. agree 3 7 
3. neutral 9 5 
4. disagree 2 1 
5. strongly disagree 1 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
Table 54 provides the participants’ responses to item 10 of the TORP survey in the phonics 
subset. The mean score for item 10 revealed that the average response pre-test was 
‘neutral’ and changed post-test to ‘agree’.   Participants 1 and 4 changed their responses to 
this question from ‘disagree’ (pre-test) to ‘agree’ (post-test). Participants 3, 8, 13 did not 
change their response to this item, responding ‘disagree’ on both the pre and post-test 
survey.   
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Table 54. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 10 
 Pre test Post test 
10. It is good practice to 
correct a child as soon as an 
oral reading mistake is 
made 
   
1. strongly agree 1 2 
2. agree 0 3 
3. neutral 3 6 
4. disagree 7 4 
5. strongly disagree 3 0 
Total 14 15 
 
 
Item 12 revealed that on average the participants ‘agreed’ with this statement both pre and 
post-test (Table 55). Participant 2 completely changed her response to this question, 
responding ‘strongly disagree’ on the pre-test survey and ‘strongly agree’ post-test.  
Participant 10 responded with ‘strongly disagree’ on the pre-test survey and then did not 
respond to this item on the post-test survey.  Participant 8 did not change their response to 
this item pre and post-test responding ‘neutral’ in both surveys.  
 
Table 55. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 12 
 Pre test Post test 
12. Paying close attention 
to punctuation marks is 
necessary to understanding 
story content 
   
1. strongly agree 1 2 
2. agree 5 9 
3. neutral 6 1 
4. disagree 1 2 
5. strongly disagree 2 0 
Total 15 14 
 
The average response of participants to item 20 was ‘agree’ for both pre and post-test 
(Table 56). Pre-test, nine participants indicated either ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ to this item 
which may indicate that overall the participants held strong phonics beliefs before the 
professional development and the fact that post-test 11 participants responded with either 
‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ may indicate that two participants took on board what was 
presented during the professional development workshop with regards to the importance 
and value of using decodable texts for beginning readers.  Participant 1 completely changed 
their response to this item, responding with ‘disagree’ in the pre-test survey and then 
‘agree’ in the post-test survey.  Participant 11 also changed their responses but in the 
opposite manner to participant 1, changing from a response of ‘agree’ pre-test and ‘strongly 
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disagree’ post-test.  Participant 4 did not change their response of ‘neutral’ pre and post-
test.   
 
Table 56. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 20 
 Pre test Post test 
20. Controlling text through 
consistent spelling patterns 
(The fat cat ran back.  The 
fact cat sat on a hat) is a 
means by which children 
can best learn to read 
1. strongly agree 4 5 
2. agree 5 6 
3. neutral 3 2 
4. disagree 2 0 
5. strongly disagree 1 2 
Total 15 15 
 
The mean score (M=1.36) pre-test and post-test (M=1.40) revealed that the average 
response from participants was ‘strongly agree’ on both surveys for item 21 (Table 57).  
Participant 10 did not respond to this item on the pre-test survey and yet responded with 
‘strongly agree’ on the post-test survey.  Once again, participant 10 did not respond to this 
item, however, they responded with ‘strongly agree’ in the post-test survey. Participant 11 
once again completely changed their response pre and post-test, responding ‘agree’ on the 
pre-test survey and ‘disagree’ post-test  
 
Table 57. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 21 
 
 Pre test Post test 
21. Formal instruction in 
reading is necessary to 
insure the adequate 
development of all skills 
used in reading 
   
1. strongly agree 10 11 
2. agree 3 3 
3. neutral 1 0 
4. disagree 0 1 
Total 14 15 
 
The average response to item 22 on the TORP was ‘agree’ for both pre and post-test 
(M=2.08) and (M=1.80) respectively (Table 58). Participant 2 and 10 did not respond to this 
item, however, they both responded ‘neutral’ on the post-test survey. Participant 3 
completely changed their response to this item, responding with ‘disagree’ pre-test and 
‘agree’ post-test.  Participant 11 indicated a response of ‘neutral’ both pre and post-test.   
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Table 58. Results from the phonics subset of the TORP survey item 22 
 Pre test Post test 
22. Phonic analysis is the 
most important form of 
analysis used when meeting 
new words 
   
1. strongly agree 3 3 
2. agree 7 9 
3. neutral 2 3 
4. disagree 1 0 
Total 13 15 
 
Table 59 provides the data results for the Skills subset of the TORP survey.  The only major 
change in the average response was for item 4 with the participants’ overall ‘strongly 
disagreeing’ pre-test that fluency and expression are indicators of comprehension and then 
the participants’ average response changed to ‘disagree’ post-test.   
 
Table 59. TORP Skills subset descriptive statistics 
 
SKILLS subset Pre or 
Post test Mean SD 
4. Fluency and expression are necessary components of reading that indicate 
good comprehension 
Pre test 1.93 1.100 
Post test 2.53 1.125 
8. The use of a glossary or dictionary is necessary in determining the meaning and 
pronunciation of new words 
Pre test 3.07 1.033 
Post test 3.53 .834 
11. It is important for a word to be repeated a number of times after it has been 
introduced to insure that it will become a part of sight vocabulary 
Pre test 1.93 .704 
Post test 1.87 .834 
13. It is a sign of an ineffective reader when words and phrases are repeated Pre test 3.53 1.125 
Post test 3.47 .915 
14. Being able to label words according to grammatical function (nouns, etc...) is 
useful in proficient reading 
Pre test 2.67 .976 
Post test 2.73 1.100 
16. Young readers need to be introduced to the root form of words (run, long) 
before they are asked to read inflecting forms (running, longest) 
Pre test 2.21 1.311 
Post test 2.07 1.033 
19. Ability to use accent patterns in multi-syllable words (pho to graph, pho tog ra 
phy, and pho to graph ic) should be developed as a part of reading instruction 
Pre test 1.79 .802 
Post test 2.14 .864 
24. Word shapes (word configuration, b i g) should be taught in reading to aid in 
word recognition 
Pre test 2.38 .961 
Post test 2.67 .900 
25. It is important to teach skills in relation to other skills Pre test 1.69 .751 
Post test 1.93 .829 
28. Some problems in reading are caused by readers dropping the inflectional 
endings from words (e.g., jumps, jumped) 
Pre test 2.20 .676 
Post test 2.60 .828 
 
 
Table 60 outlines the responses by participants to item 4 on the TORP survey from the skills 
subset. Eleven of the participants either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed’ with this statement 
which indicates that the majority of the participants have a good understanding that fluency 
and expression are linked with comprehension. 
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Table 60. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 4 
 Pre test Post test 
4. Fluency and expression 
are necessary components 
of reading that indicate 
good comprehension 
1. strongly agree 7 2 
2. agree 4 7 
3. neutral 2 3 
4. disagree 2 2 
5. strongly disagree 0 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results from item 8 reported that the mean score for both the pre-test (M=3.07) and 
post-test (M= 3.53) indicated an average response of ‘neutral’ from the participants (Table 
61).  Participant 1 completely changed their answer with regards to this item as they 
responded with ‘agree’ on the pre-test survey, and then ‘disagree’ on the post-test survey. 
Participant 8 did not change their views with regards to item 8 as they responded ‘strongly 
disagree’ for both the pre-test and post-test survey which is in line with their ‘decoding’ 
beliefs as indicated by their overall score for the TORP survey.   
 
Table 61.  Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 8 
 Pre test Post test 
8. The use of a glossary or 
dictionary is necessary in 
determining the meaning 
and pronunciation of new 
words 
1. strongly agree 1 0 
2. agree 3 1 
3. neutral 6 7 
4. disagree 4 5 
5. strongly disagree 1 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The mean scores for item 11 (Table 62) revealed that the average response from 
participants to this statement was ‘strongly agree’ (M= 1.93) pre-test and post-test 
(M=1.87).  The fact that 8 participants ‘agreed’ with item 11 both pre and post-test suggests 
that these participants’ beliefs lie along the instruction continuum between phonics and 
skills approach to teaching reading. Participant 10 responded with ‘neutral’ pre-test and 
then changed her response to ‘strongly agree’ post-test.  Participant 11 completely changed 
their opinion as indicated by a change of response from ‘agree’ pre-test to ‘disagree’ on the 
post-test survey.  
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Table 62. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 11 
 Pre test Post test 
11. It is important for a 
word to be repeated a 
number of times after it has 
been introduced to insure 
that it will become a part of 
sight vocabulary 
1. strongly agree 4 5 
2. agree 8 8 
3. neutral 3 1 
4. disagree 0 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results from item 13 are provided in Table 63 and the mean score indicated an average 
response of ‘neutral’ for both pre-test (M=3.53) and post-test (M= 3.47). Participant 2 
completely changed their response to this item, responding with ‘strongly agree’ pre-test 
and then ‘disagree’ post-test.  Teachers that hold a skills belief to teaching reading would be 
generally expected to agree with this statement and teachers that believe in a phonics 
approach to teaching reading would more likely indicate ‘strongly agree’ to this statement.  
There was not much change in the responses for this item and only 4 participants (2, 5, 6, 
and 11) changed their response pre-test to post-test.   
 
 
Table 63.  Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 13 
 
 Pre test Post test 
13. It is a sign of an 
ineffective reader when 
words and phrases are 
repeated 
1. strongly agree 1 0 
2. agree 1 2 
3. neutral 5 6 
4. disagree 5 5 
5. strongly disagree 3 2 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The average response to item 14 was ‘agree’ for both the pre-test (M=2.67) and post-test 
(M=2.73).  There were not any major changes from the participants’ responses to this item 
and the 7 participants that did change their response pre to post-test only changed their 
responses one step either side of their response.  The fact that half of the participants 
responded with either ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ to this item pre-test and just over half of 
the participants indicated the same on the post-test survey suggests that overall the 
participants hold beliefs along the instruction continuum between the phonics and skills 
approach to teaching reading (Table 64). 
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Table 64. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 14 
 
 Pre test Post test 
14. Being able to label 
words according to 
grammatical function 
(nouns, etc...) is useful in 
proficient reading 
1. strongly agree 1 1 
2. agree 6 7 
3. neutral 6 3 
4. disagree 1 3 
5. strongly disagree 1 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The average response to item 16 both pre-test (M=2.21) and post-test (M= 2.07) was ‘agree’ 
which would be expected of teachers who hold the beliefs of a skills approach to teaching 
reading (Table 65).  Teachers who hold a phonics belief to teaching reading would usually 
respond with ‘strongly agree’ to this statement and participants 8, 9 and 15 responded this 
way both pre and post-test surveys and their overall score indicated that they hold a 
decoding perspective to teaching reading.  
 
 
Table 65. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 16 
 Pre test Post test 
16. Young readers need to 
be introduced to the root 
form of words (run, long) 
before they are asked to 
read inflecting forms 
(running, longest) 
   
1. strongly agree 5 5 
2. agree 5 6 
3. neutral 1 2 
4. disagree 2 2 
5. strongly disagree 1 0 
Total 14 15 
 
 
The average response to item 19 was ‘strongly agree’ pre-test (M=1.79) and ‘agree’ post-
test (M=2.14) and the participants’ responses are outlined in Table 66. Participant 2 did not 
provide a response for this item on the pre-test survey and then responded with ‘agree’ on 
the post-test survey whereas participant 10 indicated a response of ‘agree’ on the pre-test 
survey and then did not respond on the post-test survey.  
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Table 66. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 19 
 Pre test Post test 
19. Ability to use accent 
patterns in multi-syllable 
words (pho to graph, pho 
tog ra phy, and pho to 
graph ic) should be 
developed as a part of 
reading instruction 
   
1. strongly agree 6 3 
2. agree 5 7 
3. neutral 3 3 
4. disagree 0 1 
Total 14 14 
 
 
The average response from participants for item 24 was ‘agree’ for both pre-test (M=2.38) 
and post-test (M=2.67). The results from this question are illustrated in Table 67. Participant 
2 and 15 indicated on both surveys that they ‘strongly agreed’ with this statement which 
indicates that they hold some of the beliefs of a whole language approach to teaching 
reading as a teacher with a skills or phonics belief would usually respond to this statement 
with either ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’.  Participant 4 was the only one to respond with 
‘disagree’ on both the pre and post-test survey.   
 
Table 67. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 24 
 Pre test Post test 
24. Word shapes (word 
configuration, b i g) should 
be taught in reading to aid 
in word recognition 
   
1. strongly agree 3 2 
2. agree 3 3 
3. neutral 6 8 
4. disagree 1 2 
Total 13 15 
 
 
The average response from participants to item 25 was ‘strongly agree’ for both pre-test 
(M=1.69) and post-test (M=1.93) (Table 68). Participant 10 and 14 did not respond to this 
question pre-test but responded with ‘agree’ post-test.  Participant 12 indicated ‘agree’ pre-
test and then did not respond to this item post-test.  Participants 2, 4 and 9 responded with 
‘strongly agree’ for both pre and post-test.  
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Table 68. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 25 
 Pre test Post test 
25. It is important to teach 
skills in relation to other 
skills 
   
1. strongly agree 6 4 
2. agree 5 8 
3. neutral 2 1 
4. disagree 0 1 
Total 13 14 
 
The average response from participants to item 28 was ‘agree’ both pre-test (M=2.20) and 
post-test (M=2.60) (Table 69). Considering that 10 of the participants held a skills belief to 
teaching reading pre-test and 9 post-test it is not surprising that the average response to 
this item was ‘agree’.  Participant 11 was the only one to markedly change their response to 
this item, responding with ‘agree’ pre-test and then ‘disagree’ post-test.   
 
Table 69. Results from the skills subset of the TORP survey item 28 
 Pre test Post test 
28. Some problems in 
reading are caused by 
readers dropping the 
inflectional endings from 
words (e.g., jumps, jumped) 
1. strongly agree 2 1 
2. agree 8 6 
3. neutral 5 6 
4. disagree 0 2 
Total 15 15 
 
Table 70 provides the descriptive data for the whole language subset items on the TORP 
survey. 
 
Table 70. TORP Whole language subset items descriptive statistics 
 
Whole Language items Pre or 
Post test Mean SD 
5. Materials for early reading should be written in natural language without 
concern for short, simple words and sentences 
Pre test 2.46 1.391 
Post test 1.80 .862 
7. It is a good practice to allow children to edit what is written into their own 
dialect when learning to read 
Pre test 2.57 .938 
Post test 2.73 1.033 
15. When coming to a word that's unknown, the reader should be encouraged to 
guess based upon meaning and go on 
Pre test 3.73 1.033 
Post test 2.93 1.033 
17. It is not necessary for a child to know the letters of the alphabet in order to 
learn to read 
Pre test 2.40 1.682 
Post test 2.13 1.457 
18. Flashcard drill with sight words is an unnecessary form of practice in reading 
instruction 
Pre test 1.73 .799 
Post test 2.00 .845 
23. Children's initial encounters with print should focus on meaning, not upon 
exact graphic representation 
Pre test 3.33 .976 
Post test 3.20 .862 
26. If a child says "house" for the written word "home," the word should be left 
uncorrected 
Pre test 3.53 1.302 
Post test 2.67 .976 
27. It is not necessary to introduce new words before they appear in the reading 
text 
Pre test 3.20 1.521 
Post test 2.60 1.183 
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The participants’ responses to item 5 on the TORP survey are provided in Table 71. The 
average response to item 5 was ‘agree’ on the pre-test (M=2.46) and ‘strongly agree’ on the 
post-test survey (M=1.80).  Six participants (4, 5, 9, 11 12 and 13) indicated on the pre-test 
that they ‘agree’ that reading materials should be written in natural language rather than 
using decodable words.  Post-test, seven participants ‘agreed’ with this statement and six 
participants indicated that they ‘strongly agreed’ with this statement. A total of 13 
participants out of 15 indicated either  ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ about providing beginning 
teaching reading materials written in natural language rather than decodable words.   
 
Participant 2 changed their response from ‘strongly disagree’ pre-test to ‘strongly agree’ 
post-test.  Participant 6 made a similar change with a response of ‘strongly disagree’ pre-
test to ‘agree’ post-test.  Participant 3 also changed their mind when responding to item 5 
with a response of ‘disagree’ pre-test and ‘strongly agree’ post-test.  Participant 10 did not 
respond to this question in the pre-test and they indicated ‘agree’ in the post-test. 
 
Table 71. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 5 
 Pre test Post test 
5. Materials for early 
reading should be written in 
natural language without 
concern for short, simple 
words and sentences 
   
1. strongly agree 3 6 
2. agree 6 7 
3. neutral 1 1 
4. disagree 1 1 
5. strongly disagree 2 0 
Total 13 15 
 
 
The descriptive statistics reported that the average response to item 7 was ‘agree’ for both 
the pre-test (M-=2.57) and post-test (M=2.73).  Participant 3 changed their mind on this 
item also, responding with ‘agree’ pre-test and ‘disagree’ post-test. Participant 7 did not 
respond to this item on the pre-test survey but then responded with ‘neutral’ on the post-
test survey. Table 72 outlines the participants’ responses to item 7 on the TORP survey. 
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Table 72. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 7 
 Pre test Post test 
7. It is a good practice to 
allow children to edit what 
is written into their own 
dialect when learning to 
read 
   
1. strongly agree 3 2 
2. agree 1 3 
3. neutral 9 8 
4. disagree 1 1 
5. strongly disagree 0 1 
Total 14 15 
 
 
Table 73 outlines the participants’ responses to item 15 on the TORP survey. The response 
from participants to item 15 changed pre and post with the average response pre-test being 
‘neutral’ (M=3.73) and ‘agree’ (M=2.93) post-test. Interestingly 2 participants in the pre-test 
indicated that they believe that it is important for children to guess the meaning of an 
unknown word and continue reading and 7 participants agreed that it was the strategy to 
use in the post-test.  Considering that the participants’ involvement in this research was 
based largely on improving their language of instruction and explicitly teaching phonological 
and phoneme awareness through Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) it is interesting that more 
participants believed that students should be encouraged to guess an unknown word based 
upon meaning and then go on. Participants 1, 2, 3 and 13 markedly changed their response 
to this item pre and post-test, with participants 2 and 3 changing their response from 
‘strongly disagree’ pre-test to ‘agree’ post-test.  While participants 1 and 13 changed their 
response from ‘disagree’ pre-test to ‘agree’ post-test.  
  
Table 73. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 15 
 Pre test Post test 
15. When coming to a word 
that's unknown, the reader 
should be encouraged to 
guess based upon meaning 
and go on 
2. agree 2 7 
3. neutral 4 3 
4. disagree 5 4 
5. strongly disagree 4 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The descriptive data reported that the average response from participants to item 17 was 
‘agree’ for both the pre-test (M=2.40) and post-test (M=2.13) survey.  A teacher that 
believes in a skills or decoding approach to teaching reading would usually respond with 
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either ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’.  However, it is important to note that this statement 
is ambiguous, as it does not indicate letter names or letter sounds. Thus it is difficult to 
determine participants’ beliefs, particularly as children do not need to know letter names to 
decode words.  
 
Table 74. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 17 
 Pre test Post test 
17. It is not necessary for a 
child to know the letters of 
the alphabet in order to 
learn to read 
1. strongly agree 8 8 
2. agree 1 2 
3. neutral 0 1 
4. disagree 4 3 
5. strongly disagree 2 1 
Total 15 15 
 
 
The results from item 18 on the TORP survey (Table 75) reported that pre-test, half of the 
participants ‘strongly agreed’ that flashcards were not a necessary form of practice in 
reading instruction which indicates that initially these participants did not have strong 
beliefs or alliances to the whole language approach to teaching reading.     
 
Table 75. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 18 
 
      Pre test     Post test 
18. Flashcard drill with sight 
words is an unnecessary 
form of practice in reading 
instruction 
1. strongly agree 7 4 
2. agree 5 8 
3. neutral 3 2 
4. disagree 0 1 
Total 15 15 
  
 
Item 23 of the TORP survey is strongly focussed on the beliefs of a whole language approach 
and therefore it can be reported that 3 of the participants held the belief that exposure to 
print and gaining the meaning of the word through means of contextual clues (Table 76). 
The descriptive data reported that the average response to item 23 was ‘neutral’ for both 
the pre-test (M=3.33) and post-test (3.20) survey.  Participant 1 changed their response 
markedly for this item, with a response of ‘strongly disagree’ pre-test and ‘agree’ post-test.  
Participant 3 also changed their mind again, responding with ‘agree’ on the pre-test survey 
and ‘disagree’ on the post-test survey.  
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Table 76. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 23 
 Pre test Post test 
23. Children's initial 
encounters with print 
should focus on meaning, 
not upon exact graphic 
representation 
2. agree 2 3 
3. neutral 9 7 
4. disagree 1 4 
5. strongly disagree 3 1 
Total 15 15 
 
The participants’ responses to item 26 on the TORP survey are provided in Table 77. 
Participant 1 was the only person to make a big change in their responses to this item, as 
they responded with ‘strongly disagree’ pre-test and then ‘agree’ post-test.  Participant 9 
changed their response from ‘neutral’ pre-test to ‘strongly agree’ post-test which indicates 
that they saw the value and purpose of explicitly teaching decoding skills required for 
beginning reading and that if a child incorrectly says ‘house’ for the written word ‘home’ 
then it should be corrected as the child has not decoded the word correctly.  Five of the 
participants indicated that they ‘strongly disagree’ that the teacher should not correct a 
student if they say the word house instead of the word home as it is close to the meaning of 
the original word.   
 
Table 77. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 26 
 Pre test Post test 
26. If a child says "house" 
for the written word 
"home," the word should be 
left uncorrected 
1. strongly agree 1 1 
2. agree 2 6 
3. neutral 5 6 
4. disagree 2 1 
5. strongly disagree 5 1 
Total 15 15 
 
Item 27 reveals the participants’ beliefs about whether it is necessary to introduce new 
words before they appear in the reading text and teachers that believe in a whole language 
approach to teaching reading may either strongly agree or agree with this statement.  Pre-
test results revealed that five participants either agreed or strongly agreed with this 
statement and nine participants in the post-test (Table 78). Seven of the participants 
indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement pre-test which infers 
that they held more of a phonics or skills based belief system to teaching early reading, 
however, post-test results reported that only four participants either disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with this statement.   
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Table 78. Results from the whole language subset of the TORP survey item 27 
 Pre test Post test 
27. It is not necessary to 
introduce new words 
before they appear in the 
reading text 
1. strongly agree 3 2 
2. agree 2 7 
3. neutral 3 2 
4. disagree 3 3 
5. strongly disagree 4 1 
Total 15 15 
  
 
5.21 Summary of results  
 
To answer the research question, there were not any statistically significant changes in the 
participants’ beliefs about reading instruction, as determined through DeFord’s Theoretical 
Orientation Reading Profile survey (1985), and multivariate analysis of variance (p=.46). 
According to these two measures two thirds of the participants held a skills perspective 
belief system to teaching reading pre-test, and the remaining participants held a decoding 
belief to teaching reading.  The post-test survey results reported that ten of the participants 
did not change their beliefs as their scores placed their beliefs on the same continuum as 
their pre-test survey results.  Scores for participants 1 and 9 indicated that they changed 
their beliefs from skills to decoding, and scores for participants 2 and 7 indicated that they 
changed pre and post-test from decoding to skills.   
 
Although the TORP has been proven to be a reliable tool (r=.98) by DeFord (1985, p.357) 
and reliable in the present study (α=.721), in order to provide a complete understanding of 
teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction, DeFord suggests that teachers should be 
interviewed or observed whilst teaching. Each participant was observed teaching five times 
throughout the course of the year and changes to their instruction were documented on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (TOR) developed by Hammond (2010) and each participant was 
also interviewed at the completion of the study.  The data collected from the TOR and the 
TORP are discussed together to create a more complete profile of each teacher’s beliefs and 
whether their beliefs inform or influence their reading instruction or their receptivity to the 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) professional development.  Research question 3 addresses 
whether there were significant developments in each participant’s Let’s Decode 
instructional practices over the course of five observations throughout one year.   
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5.3  Research question 3: How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional practices to teaching early reading precursory skills, as measured 
through five classroom observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 
2010), after professional development which included mentoring and coaching? 
 
Each teacher was observed five times during the year and a Teacher Observation Rubric 
(Hammond in 2010) was used to document 10 different elements of their instruction which 
are based on Engelmann and Carnine’s Theory of Instruction (1991). Cronbach’s Alpha 
reported that the TOR is a highly reliable data collection tool (α=. 97).  A one-sample t-test 
was used to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference overall to 
answer the third research question of whether the participants’ instruction changed and 
how it changed, and it was reported that there was a statistically significant difference 
(F=52.57; df= 9.00; p=.000) in the participants’ instruction pre and post-test across all of the 
10 Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional elements as documented on the Teacher 
Observation Rubric.      
 
Using MANOVA and Scheffé’s step down analysis the data were tested for any statistically 
significant differences between each observation for each dependent variable (instructional 
element) as well as between each observation for all of the participants and the degree of 
the statistical difference.  For the first observation the teachers were asked to teach a 
regular reading lesson so that a baseline could be established on the Teacher Observation 
Rubric (Hammond, 2010) for each participant for all of the ten instructional elements. At 
this stage, the participants had not attended the professional development workshop or 
been introduced to Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and therefore the results from the first 
observation (as recorded on the Teacher Observation Rubric) provided the researcher with a 
baseline to measure changes in each teacher’s instruction according to their 
implementation of Let’s Decode instructional practices for each observation thereafter. It is 
therefore important to note the first observation on the whole, did not reflect the Let’s 
Decode instructional practices because these had not been introduced.  
 
The second observation focused on observing and recording participants’ instruction, 
according to the Teacher Observation Rubric, for their delivery of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
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1993) instructional practices.  Significant differences were found between observation one 
and five for each instructional element as outlined in Table 79.  There were also significant 
differences calculated in-between observations one and five for each instructional element 
as discussed in the results for each instructional element.   
 
Table 79. Significant differences in instructional elements between observation 1 and 5 
 
The aim of the first observation was to determine each teacher’s instructional choices pre-
test to gain a baseline for determining the development of their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) instructional practices after the professional development and coaching throughout 
the year.  The participants were asked to teach a regular reading lesson for 10-15 minutes 
for their first observation and 10 different elements of their instruction were documented 
on the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).   
 
The data collected from the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) is represented in 
bar graphs as it provides a visual representation of the changes in participants’ instruction 
for each element of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices over the five 
observations.  Each element of instruction is presented separately and the statistically 
significant differences are also reported.   
 
Several participants are featured in the discussion of each instructional element, in 
particular participants 1 and 3 as they did not demonstrate any of the 10 instructional 
elements during the first observation.  However, this is not surprising as they were not 
asked to implement the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices at this point 
Instructional element Difference between 
observation 1 and 5 
Analysis of Knowledge systems (organisation of instruction) 
1. Understanding of literacy concept taught p=.000 
2. Organisation of learning into a logical sequence p=.000 
3. Emphasis on mastery of concepts p=.000 
4. Tasks are broken into component skills p=.000 
Analysis of Behaviour (manipulation of the environment to maximise student learning) 
5. Presentation of appropriately paced lessons to maintain motivation p=.025 
6. High level of student engagement measured by students’ response rate p=.000 
7. Opportunity to practice the application of new knowledge p=.000 
Analysis of Communication (delivery of unambiguous instruction) 
8. Faultless instruction p=.000 
9. Use of hand signals to minimise extraneous language p=.000 
10. Detecting and immediately correcting student errors P=.000 
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and had not begun the Let’s Decode professional development. However, participant 1 
improved their Let’s Decode instructional practices for 9 of the instructional elements to a 
‘distinguished’ level by the fifth observation and a level of ‘proficiency’ for the element 6, 
‘high level of student engagement measured by students’ response rate’.   
 
Participant 10 is also featured throughout the reporting of the results as they did not 
demonstrate eight of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional elements during the 
first observation. Again this is not surprising as they were not asked to implement the Let’s 
Decode instructional practices at this point and had not begun the Let’s Decode professional 
development. At the conclusion of the five observations participant 10 had only achieved 
‘developing’ for nine of the Let’s Decode instructional elements with a level of ‘proficiency’ 
for element 5, ‘presentation of appropriately paced lessons to maintain motivation’.    
 
Figure 11.  Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 1 
 
 
The first instructional element, ‘understanding the literacy concept taught’, observed and 
documented on the TOR falls under Engelmann and Carnine’s Theory of Instruction (1991) 
category, ‘Analysis of Knowledge Systems’. There was not a statistically significant 
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difference between observation one and two, however, there were significant differences 
between each other observation.  There were statistically significant differences between 
observation one and three (p= .035) and between observation one and four (p= .001). 
However, it is important to reiterate that this comparison is reporting the teachers’ 
development of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices, according to the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010), from their regular reading lesson during the 
first observation and subsequent observations where the participants were asked to 
implement Let’s Decode instructional practices. 
 
There was most importantly a significant difference reported between observation two and 
five (p=.005) which provides evidence that participants’ developed their Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices.  The biggest statistically significant difference in 
participants’ instruction for this element was between observation one and five (p= .000) as 
indicated in Figure 11 with seven participants achieving a level of ‘distinguished’ and six 
participants achieving a level of ‘proficiency’. There were significant changes to the 
participants’ Let’s Decode instructional practices pre and post attending the professional 
development in this study for the first element on the TOR which addressed one aspect of 
the analysis of knowledge, ‘understanding of literacy concept taught’.   
 
Participants 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10 and 11 did not demonstrate this element in the first observed 
lesson and all of these participants, except for participant 3, developed their Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practice on this element as documented on the Teacher 
Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) during their second observation to a level of 
‘developing’ (participants 1, 5, 9, 10 and 11) and participant 7 improved to achieve a level of 
‘proficient’ during the second observation. Participants 10 and 11 only achieved a skill of 
‘developing’ for the last four observations.  Participant 3 only improved their Let’s Decode 
instruction for this element, during the third observation with a level of ‘developing’ for 
both the third and fourth observation and improving during the fifth observation with a 
level of proficiency.   
 
Participants 2, 4, 12, and 15 all demonstrated a level of ‘proficiency’ during their first 
observation and achieved ‘distinguished’ for their fifth observation of their Let’s Decode 
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(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices. It is important to note that evidence of 
‘understanding of literacy concept taught’ (instructional element 1) through observation 
ideally needs to be supplemented by other evidence, such as planning documents and 
discussion.  
 
Figure 12. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 2 
 
 
The second instructional element, ‘organisation of learning into a logical sequence’ is also an 
element in the ‘Analysis of Knowledge Systems’ category (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991) and 
the results are illustrated in Figure 12. The data calculated for the second instructional 
element reported that there were statistically significant changes in the participants’ Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices between the first and fourth observation 
(p=.029), between the first and fifth observation (p=.000) and between the second and fifth 
observation (p=.002). Again, participants 1, 3 and 10 did not demonstrate this element of 
Let’s Decode instruction during their first observation, yet participant 1 and 10 improved to 
achieve ‘developing’ during their second observation whilst participant 3 did not 
demonstrate this element during the second observation.  Participant 10 only achieved 
‘developing’ for the remainder of the observations and participant 1 and 3 both achieved a 
level of ‘distinguished’ for their last observation.   
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Participant 11 achieved ‘developing’ for this element during their first observation and did 
not make any visible improvements for this element during the next four observations.  The 
participants that demonstrated particularly distinguished skills for this element of 
instruction for their fifth observation were participants 2, 4, 8, 12, 14 and 15.   
 
Figure 13. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 3 
 
Figure 13 illustrates the results for third element on the TOR, ‘Emphasis and mastery of 
concepts’ under the category of ‘Analysis of Knowledge Systems’ (Engelmann and Carnine, 
1991).  There was a significant statistical difference between the first observation and the 
third observation (p=.003) and also between the first and the fourth observation (p=.000), 
between the first and fifth observation (p=.000) and between the second and fifth 
observation (p=.026). Therefore it can be stated that that there were significant 
developments in each teacher’s  Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices  in 
relation to teaching a concept and providing sufficient opportunities for their students to 
master each concept.  Ten of the participants had achieved a level of ‘proficiency’ during 
their fourth observation and only three demonstrated a result of ‘distinguished’.  However, 
during the fifth and last observation six participants demonstrated a level of ‘distinguished’ 
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skills for this element and five achieved a level of proficiency.  Although participant 1 did not 
demonstrate this element of Let’s Decode instructional practice during their first or second 
observation they improved their instruction dramatically to achieve a level of ‘distinguished’ 
during the last observation.  Participant 3 did not demonstrate this Let’s Decode 
instructional practice element during the first two observations and only accomplished a 
level of ‘developing’ during the fifth observation.   
 
Figure 14. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 4  
 
 
     
The last instructional element in the ‘Analysis of Knowledge Systems’ category was ‘tasks 
are broken into component skills’ (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991) and the results are 
presented in Figure 14.  There were statistically significant differences between the first and 
fourth observation (p=.009), between the first and fifth observation (p=.000) and between 
the second and fifth observation (p=.000).   
 
Participants 1 and 3 did not demonstrate this Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
element during their first two observations, however, participant 1 did reach a level of 
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proficiency during her fifth observation, while participant 3 was documented as ‘developing’ 
during the last observation.   
 
Participants 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, , 12, 14 and 15 all achieved a level of ‘distinguished’ for the fifth 
observation of this element of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practice.  
Participant 11 achieved ‘developing’ for this element during the first observation and they 
stayed at this level for this element for all of the five observations.  
 
Figure 15. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 5 
    
  
Figure 15 illustrates the results for the fifth instructional element; ‘presentation of 
appropriately paced lessons to maintain motivation’ falls under Engelmann and Carnine’s 
(1991) category, ‘Analysis of Behaviour’.  Only three of the 15 participants were allocated a 
score of ‘developing’ for the element of presenting lessons at appropriate pace during the 
first observation.  However eight participants (2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 12 and 15) were displaying that 
they were ‘proficient’ at presenting their choice of a literacy lesson at an appropriate pace 
to maintain the students’ motivation during the first observation. During the last 
observation seven participants were ‘proficient’ at presenting appropriately paced lessons 
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and six participants were ‘distinguished’ for this element of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) instructional practices.    
 
Between the third and fourth observation there was very little progress made by the 
participants in their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices in terms of 
pacing, as is evident by the same number of participants staying at the same level of 
achievement for observation three and four.  However there was a statistically significant 
difference between the first and fifth observation (p=.025) and between the second and 
fifth observation (p=.025).  
 
Figure 16.  Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 6 
 
 
Figure 16 reports the results for the sixth instructional element, ‘high level of student 
engagement measured by students’ response rate’ which is also under the category of 
‘Analysis of Behaviour’ (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991). There was a statistical difference 
between the first observation and the third observation of (p=.003) which means that the 
participants were developing their abilities to increase the amount of times that their 
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students were responding during each observation.   However, again these results must be 
carefully considered as the participants were not using Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
during their first observation. There was also a statistically significant difference between 
the first and fourth observation of (p=.003) and between the first and fifth observation 
(p=.000) again it is important to note as the teachers were teaching their own regular 
literacy lesson during the first observation and implementing the Let’s Decode instructional 
practices for the remaining four observations.  As illustrated in Figure 16, five participants 
(4, 8, 12, 14 and 15) achieved a level of ‘distinguished’ for this element of instruction during 
the fifth observation.  
 
Figure 17. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 7 
 
The results for the seventh element, ‘opportunity to practice the application of new 
knowledge’ are provided in Figure 17 and this observable element also falls into the 
category of ‘Analysis of Behaviour (Engelmann & Carnine, 1991).  While there were not any 
reported statistical differences between the first and second observation, there were 
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significant differences between the first and third observation (p=.035) and fourth 
observation (p=.009).  During the first round of observations for this element of instruction, 
ten of the participants were classified as ‘developing’ in providing students enough time to 
practice the new knowledge learnt, whereas, by the fifth observation eight of the 
participants were ‘proficient’ and four were classified as  ‘distinguished’ as measured on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).   
 
 
Figure 18. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 8 
 
   
Figure 18 illustrates the results for the eighth element on the TOR.  Faultless instruction 
from the teacher is an integral component of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and it is the 
eighth instructional element on the TOR (Hammond, 2010) which comes under Engelmann 
and Carnine’s (1991) ‘Analysis of Communication’ category in the Theory of Instruction.  In 
this study this element refers to following the exact wording or script provided to the 
teachers in the Let’s Decode booklet.  It is important to note that none of the teachers were 
following a script (element 8) in the first observed lesson. There was a statistical difference 
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between the first and third observation (p=.025), between the first and fourth observation 
(p= .000) and between the first and fifth observation (p=.000).  Although there wasn’t a 
significant difference between the first and second observation for the element of ‘faultless 
instruction’ there was a statistically significant difference between the second and the fifth 
observation (p= .044).  As illustrated in Figure 18 none of the participants achieved a level of 
‘proficiency’ in the first observation, five were given proficiency during the second 
observation and nine participants achieved proficiency for the element of faultless 
instruction. It can be stated that the professional development provided between 
observation one and two did have a significant impact on changing the teachers’ Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices in terms of providing their students with 
precise and unambiguous instructions and a balance of model, lead and test as this was 
demonstrated and highlighted as being crucial to effective instruction in teaching early 
reading skills during the practical demonstrations from the professional development 
presenter/expert. 
 
Figure 19. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 9 
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Figure 19 presents the results for the ninth instructional element, the ‘use of hand signals to 
minimise extraneous language’ which falls under Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) ‘Analysis 
of Communications’ category in the Theory of Instruction. The use of hand signals is an 
element of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) which allows the teacher to signal clearly to the 
students when a response is required either in unison or individually.  Hand signals allow the 
students to focus purely on the instructions and what is required of them, without 
becoming distracted with other interruptions such as calling individual names.  
 
Using hand signals or signals of another kind is key component to the success of Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices as the signal minimizes the need for 
extraneous language to be used by the teacher. Only one participant was demonstrating 
that they were ‘proficient’ at using hand signals during the first observation while nine of 
the participants were not using any signals at all during the first observation where they 
were teaching their own choice of a literacy lesson.  There was a statistical difference 
between the first and third observation (p=.033), the first and fourth (p=.000) and between 
the first and the fifth observation (p=.000) for this instructional element.   
 
Figure 20. Results from the Teacher Observation Rubric for element 10 
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The last instructional element on the TOR was ‘detecting and immediately correcting 
student errors’ which comes under Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) category of ‘Analysis of 
Communications’. Over the five observations there was a development in the participants’ 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practice with regards to detecting and 
immediately correcting student errors.  As illustrated in Figure 20, during the first 
observation five participants were not correcting student errors at all and eight participants 
were correcting student errors sometimes.  Only two participants were correcting student 
errors frequently during the first observation.  There was a statistical difference between 
the first and third observation (p=.047) and between the first and fourth observation 
(p=.001). There was also a statistically significant difference between the first and the fifth 
observation (p=.000); between the second and fourth observation of (p=.015) and between 
the second and fifth observation (p=.004).    
 
 5.31 Summary of results 
 
Participants 4 and 12 both demonstrated a level of ‘distinguished’ for each of the 10 Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional elements included in the Teacher Observation 
Rubric (Hammond, 2010) during the last three observations.   
 
Participant 2 and 15 both demonstrated a level of ‘distinguished’ for eight of the Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional elements during the last observation except for 
element 6 and 7 where they demonstrated a level of ‘proficiency’.  Participant 14 
demonstrated a level of ‘distinguished’ for nine of the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional elements during the last observation, and achieved a level of ‘proficiency’ for 
the other Let’s Decode instructional element, element 8, ‘faultless instruction’.  
 
The participant to make the most dramatic change in their instruction is undoubtedly 
participant 1 who did not demonstrate any of the instructional elements during the first 
observation of their regular reading lesson, but demonstrated ‘distinguished’ instructional 
skills during their last observation for every Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional 
element except for element 6, ‘high level of student engagement measured by students’ 
response rate’.     
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Participant 10 and 11 did not make much progress in terms of the instructional elements of 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) on the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).  
Participant 10 did not demonstrate eight of the instructional elements during the first 
observation of their regular reading lesson, and only demonstrated a level of ‘developing’ 
for nine of the instructional elements during the last observation.  Participant 11 did not 
demonstrate six of the instructional elements during the first observation of their regular 
reading lesson, and during the last observation they demonstrated a level of ‘developing’ for 
eight of the instructional elements.  For element 8 and 9 they demonstrated a level of 
‘proficiency’.   
 
In summary, the third research question can be answered as the results collected from the 
TOR (Hammond, 2010) during five observations reported that overall teachers did develop 
their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices to teach early reading 
precursory skills as a result of their participation in the professional development model. 
This included: participants receiving a copy of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), being given 
several opportunities to watch the presenter modelling the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
formats and scripts with groups of children, having the opportunity to practice using the 
same instructional formats and scripts with groups of children while being provided 
immediate coaching and mentoring, feedback during and after each classroom observation.  
 
5.4  Research question 4:  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction 
professional development (pre and post) as determined through  the ABC–RIT 
surveys (Smith, 2010), and how do these beliefs change? 
 
The fourth research question was answered through the collection of quantitative data from 
the ABC-RIT (Smith, 2010) surveys which gathered data regarding the participants’ beliefs 
and attitudes towards reading instruction professional development pre and post-test.  A 5 
point Likert scale was used in the survey, with 1 representing Strongly Agree and 5 
indicating Strongly Disagree. Descriptive statistics were used to provide information about 
any statistically significant changes in the participants’ attitudes regarding reading 
instruction professional development. 
 
194 
 
The raw scores, 1 (strongly agree), 2 (agree), 3 (neutral), 4 (disagree) and 5 (strongly 
disagree) were entered into SPSS 19 (2012) and MANOVA was used to calculate whether 
there was a statistical difference between the participants’ beliefs about professional 
development pre and post-test for each section of the ABC-RIT surveys.  It is important to 
note that in the pre and post-test surveys the sections were ordered differently although 
they contained the same questions (except for present and past tense wording differences).  
For the analysis of the data the sections were compared according to the same questions.  
  
The first section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘My teaching’ which consisted of 
17 statements. MANOVA reported that Pillai’s Trace was (F=5.968; df= 17.00; p=.002) and 
therefore there was a statistically significant difference between the pre-test and post-test 
attitudes for ‘My Teaching’ on the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 2010). Table 80 outlines the 
mean and standard deviations for each statement in the ‘My Teaching’ section of the ABC-
RIT survey (Smith, 2010).  Statistically significant differences were reported for statements 2 
(p=.001), 4 (p=.008), 6 (p,<.005), 7 (p<.005), 8 (p<.005), 9 (p=.012), 10 (p=.020) and 17 
(p<.005).  The results from the participants’ responses to statements 6 and 7 are of 
particular importance in the present study as the results demonstrate that at the end of this 
year long study the participants felt more confident in teaching phonics and determining 
their students’ decoding abilities.  Statement 10 (fluency) is also of interest since the 
participants’ felt they were less effective at measuring student fluency at the end of the 
study.  
 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated to be α=.629 which is just under the reliable cut-off point 
of .70.  Considering the varied aspects of literacy captured in the 17 items, the low alpha 
may indicate that the survey as a whole covers more than one construct or concept.   
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Table 80.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘My teaching’ pre and post-test 
         Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1. I feel that I am effective at building student knowledge of concepts of print 3.80 .41 3.67 .90 
2. I feel that I am effective at teaching rhyming games 3.87 .74 2.73 .96 
3. I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phoneme awareness 3.73 .59 3.80 .86 
4. I feel that I am effective at identifying when children have fully mastered phoneme 
awareness 
3.40 .63 2.53 .99 
5. I feel that I am effective at identifying which speech sounds are easiest for children to 
discover 
3.67 .98 3.20 1.21 
6. I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phonics 3.67 .82 2.13 .83 
7. I feel that I am effective at assessing student progress in decoding 3.40 .63 1.87 .64 
8. I feel that I am effective at teaching spelling patterns 3.33 .89 2.13 .74 
9. I feel that I am effective at measuring student fluency 3.00 .65 3.87 1.10 
10. I feel that I am effective at using techniques to increase my students' reading fluency 3.00 .65 3.67 .82 
11. I feel that I am effective at selecting books appropriate for a child's current level of 
reading ability 
3.87 .74 3.67 .98 
12. I feel that I know effective ways to increase my students' listening comprehension skills 3.47 .91 3.53 .92 
13. I feel I know effective ways to increase my students' reading comprehension skills 3.33 .72 3.27 1.03 
14. I feel that I know effective ways to increase my students' vocabulary knowledge 3.47 .74 3.87 .99 
15. I feel that I am effective at designing instructionally valuable center activities 3.33 .72 3.93 1.03 
16. Given time available for classroom instruction, it is possible to have all children reading 
at grade level by the time they reach second grade 
2.67 .81 2.73 .75 
17. It is difficult for me to meet the instructional needs of the lower level students in the 
regular classroom 
2.67 .72 3.87 .83 
 
The second section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘Reading Instruction and 
Techniques’ consisted of eight statements and MANOVA reported that (F=1.268; df= 8.00; 
p=.316) overall there was not a statistically significant change pre and post in the 
participants’ beliefs about reading instruction.  Cronbach’s Alpha (α= .087) reveal that this 
section of the survey was very unreliable, again suggesting that the survey items are 
measuring several different constructs and that ‘reading instruction and techniques’ should 
not be considered as a single construct. A statistically significant change in responses was 
only identified for statement 3 (p= .010) – Reading should only be taught in context with the 
mean score in the pre-test indicating a response of ‘neutral’ and a response of ‘disagree’ in 
the post-test survey. The mean and standard deviation for each statement in this section of 
the ABC-RIT survey are provided in Table 81.  
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Table 81.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘Reading Instruction and 
Techniques’ pre and post-test 
 Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1. Like learning to talk, it is natural for children to learn to read 2.20 .862 2.07 1.03 
2. Children need direct instruction when learning to read 4.40 .737 4.53 .52 
3. Reading should only be taught in context 3.27 .799 2.36 .84 
4. Phonics is best taught as the need arises during shared reading 2.00 .655 1.87 .64 
5. The main focus of reading instruction in first grade should be on comprehension 2.40 .986 2.36 .74 
6. A literature rich environment is the most important element for early reading    
acquisition 
3.93 1.03 3.60 .99 
7. Grouping students according to ability level is a central part of reading instruction 3.47 .743 3.64 .74 
8. I generally think that my students who struggle with learning to read should be more 
the   responsibility of a specialist than a classroom teacher 
2.07 .458 1.87 .83 
 
The third section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘Professional Development 
Views’ which consisted of six statements in both the pre and post-test survey (Table 82). 
MANOVA reported that (F=.153; df= 6.00; p=.365) which means that overall there was not a 
statistically significant change in the participants’ views and beliefs about professional 
development pre and post-test. Cronbach’s alpha reported that a negative score for this 
section of the survey (α=-1.716) which could be due to the fact that there were only 6 items 
in this section of the survey and 15 participants.  
 
Table 82.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘Professional Development Views’ 
pre and post-test 
 Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1. Quality in-service training can improve student learning 4.40  .51 4.33 .62 
2. I prefer to learn new techniques on my own  2.07 .70 2.40 .74 
3. I received adequate instruction in teaching reading in my pre-service training 2.20 .94 2.27 1.03 
4. I like in-service training because it gives me a chance to learn from my colleagues 4.27 .46 4.13 .52 
5. In-service training is often a waste of time 1.87 .74 1.93 .59 
6. I like to try new teaching techniques 4.40 .63 4.53 .52 
 
The fourth section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘Attitudes Regarding Upcoming 
or Recent Professional Development’ which included nine statements in the ABC-RIT: Pre-
test survey and the same nine statements with an additional eight in the ABC-RIT: Post-test 
survey (Smith, 2010).  MANOVA reported that (F=.4.658; df= 9.00; p= .002) and therefore 
there was a statistically significant difference between pre and post-test attitudes towards 
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the professional development either as ‘upcoming’ or as ‘recent’.  Table 83 outlines both 
the mean and standard deviation for each statement and the post-test statement is in italics 
underneath the pre-test statement as the wording was slightly different.  The first 
statement required the participants to indicate whether they were looking forward to the 
professional development (pre-test) and the average response was ‘agree’ which indicated 
that on average the participants were going to be responsive to the professional 
development.  However, post-test the average response to the same statement, with 
slightly different wording to accommodate the past tense revealed that the participants 
‘agreed’ that they enjoyed the professional development.  Significant difference was also 
reported for item 6 pre and post-test (p=.036) and this was of particular interest as the 
professional development was based on scientifically evidence-based research and was 
definitely not just a fad in reading instruction as it was referred to in the question’s wording.  
Statement 6 required participants to indicate whether they felt that the professional 
development was going to be ‘just the latest fad in reading’ (pre-test) and the participants’ 
average response was ‘disagree’ (pre-test) which implied that as a cohort they were 
teachers who thought this professional development would use evidence-based reading 
instruction and that post-test they still believed that the professional development that they 
participated in was not just the ‘latest fad in reading instruction’ as indicated by their 
average response to this item in the post-test of ‘disagree’.  Statement 9, showed significant 
differences pre and post-test (p=.000) and was focussed on whether they were concerned 
about whether the mentor would be a good match for them, and on average the 
participants’ indicated that they ‘disagreed’ and post-test when the statement changed to, ‘I 
feel the mentor was a good match for me’ on average, the participants’ indicated that they 
felt ‘neutral’.  The results post-test for this statement were not surprising as the researcher 
is of the view that the relationship between a mentor and mentee can be determined by 
two factors; personalities and professional respect.  People’s personalities play a central role 
in whether a mentor is considered a good match by the mentee and it is not always possible 
to be a good match for each mentee as we are all different.   It was evident throughout the 
research that strong relationships were developed with almost all of the participants, except 
for a few who did not seem to be receptive to the professional development or did not 
agree with the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) program as evidenced in their instruction and 
answers provided in their exit interviews. 
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While there were no statistically significant changes in the other statements for this section 
of the survey, statement 1 is of interest, as pre-test the participants indicated that they 
‘agreed’ that they were looking forward to the professional development. However, post-
test, on average the participants’ indicated a response of ‘neutral’ to the statement, ‘I have 
enjoyed the professional development’.   Table 83 contains the descriptive data pre and 
post-test for the ABC-RIT survey section ‘Attitudes regarding upcoming/recent professional 
development’.   
 
Table 83.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘Attitudes regarding 
upcoming/recent professional development’ pre and post-test 
                             Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1. I am looking forward to the upcoming professional development 
    I have enjoyed the professional development 
4.20 .68 3.67 .90 
2. I am concerned that the upcoming professional development will be too much work 
    I feel that the professional development was too much work 
2.20 .68 2.73 .96 
3. I feel the upcoming professional development will enhance my ability to teach reading 
    I feel the professional development enhanced my ability to teach reading 
4.13 .52 3.87 .92 
4. I feel the upcoming professional development will take me away too much from my 
other classroom responsibilities 
    I feel the professional development took me away from my other classroom 
responsibilities for too long 
2.07 .70 2.60 .99 
5. I feel the upcoming professional development will provide enough practice for me to 
master the new skills 
     I feel the professional development provided enough practice for me to master the new 
skills 
3.67 .72 3.00 1.13 
6. I am concerned that the upcoming professional development, on “scientifically-based 
reading methods,” is just the latest fad in reading 
     I feel the professional development, on “scientifically-based reading methods,” was just 
the latest fad in reading 
2.80 1.01 2.07 .80 
7. I am concerned that the upcoming professional development will not be relevant to 
what I do in my classroom 
    I feel that the professional development was not relevant to what I do in my classroom 
2.33 .90 2.07 1.03 
8. I am concerned about having someone come into my classroom in a mentoring role 
    I disliked having someone come into my classroom in a mentoring role 
2.00 .66 2.27 .88 
9. I am concerned about whether the mentor will be a good match for me 
    I feel the mentor was a good match for me 
2.00 .76 3.73 1.03 
 
The fifth section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘Professional Development 
Motivation’ which included 12 statements in both pre-test and post-test surveys (Table 84).  
MANOVA reported that (F=1.582; df=12.00; p=.188) which means that the participants’ 
beliefs about their motivation to participate in the professional development did not change 
significantly pre and post-test.  Cronbach’s alpha reported that this section of the survey 
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was adequately reliable (α= .771).  The mean and standard deviation for each statement in 
this section of the survey are provided in Table 84.  
 
Table 84.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘Professional Development 
Motivation’ pre and post 
         Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1. One reason for agreeing to take part in this professional development is that I hope to 
get material to use in my classroom 
  One reason I continued to take part in the recent professional development was that I 
hoped to get material to use in my classroom 
4.07 .59 3.67 1.18 
2. It is important to me that release time is being provided so that I can attend the 
professional development 
(same wording) 
4.00 .66 4.40 .51 
3. It is important to me to receive credit for this training 
(same wording) 
3.40 1.12 4.00 .85 
4. Being current in teaching techniques for reading is important to me 
(same wording) 
4.40 .51 4.60 .51 
5. Participating in this training fits well with my personal professional goals 
(same wording) 
4.20 .68 4.00 .93 
6. My purpose for participating in this professional development is to learn additional 
teaching techniques 
    My purpose for participating in the recent professional development was to learn 
additional teaching techniques 
4.47 .52 4.27 .59 
7. My purpose for participating in this professional development is that I want all of my 
students to learn to read 
(same wording) 
4.33 .90 4.33 .62 
8. My school administration strongly encourages this training 
    My school administration strongly encouraged this training 
4.47 .52 4.40 .63 
9. The only reason I am participating in this professional development is because my 
school administration wants me to take part 
    The only reason I participated in the recent professional development was because my 
school administration required me to take part 
2.00 .85 2.47 1.06 
10. I am participating in this professional development because I can use it in my own 
professional plan (appraisal, learning, or professional) 
      I participated in the recent professional development because I could use it in my own 
professional plan (appraisal, learning, or professional) 
3.40 .83 3.53 .83 
11. I am participating in this professional development because my colleagues support this 
training 
      I participated in the recent professional development because my colleagues supported 
this training 
3.93 .80 3.47 .92 
12. It is important that I learn this material to meet the governmental expectations 2.93 .88 2.93 1.10 
 
Overall, it appears that the participants in the study were motivated to participate in the 
professional development to improve their own learning and the benefit of their children in 
learning to read.  Statement 8 was of interest in this section of the survey as it focussed on 
whether the school had ‘strongly encouraged’ them to participate in the professional 
development and the average response was that they agreed.  This was important to 
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determine pre-test due to the ‘systems’ part of the professional development theoretical 
framework which is concerned with the school system support of the professional 
development as an influence on the effectiveness and success of the professional 
development.  In short, the participants’ felt that their school administration supported this 
professional development and viewed it as important and this was very important to know 
pre-test for the researcher.   
 
The sixth section of the ABC-RIT survey to be analysed was ‘Professional Development 
Intentions’ which included eight statements as shown in Table 85.  
 
Table 85.  Descriptive data from the ABC-RIT survey for ‘Professional Development 
Intentions’ pre and post-test 
 Pre-test Post-test 
 M SD M SD 
1.  I plan to seek out my mentor when I have questions 
     I plan to seek out a mentor when I have questions over the course of the next year 
4.13 .52 3.07 1.03 
2.  I intend to incorporate the methods I learn by the end of the school year 
     I plan to incorporate the methods I learned over the course of the year 
4.13 .74 4.00 1.07 
3.  When mentors make suggestions about teaching techniques, I plan on trying them out 
in my classroom within two weeks 
     (same wording) 
4.07 .73 4.40 .51 
4.  I intend to be an active participant in the upcoming professional development 
workshops 
     I intend to be an active participant in reading workshops over the course of the next year 
4.20 .68 4.07 .80 
5.  I plan to share my questions about my students during in-service meetings 
     I plan to share my questions about my students during in-service meetings over the 
course of the next year 
4.27 .60 3.53 .92 
6.  I intend to take risks in trying out new methods, even if I make mistakes at first 
      I plan to take risks in trying out new methods over the course of the next year, even if I 
make mistakes at first 
4.33 .49 4.33 .49 
7.  I plan to welcome my mentor into my classroom on a regular basis 
     I plan to welcome a mentor into my classroom on a regular basis over the course of the 
next year 
4.33 .62 4.00 .85 
8.  After being trained in how to assess child, I plan to assess my students’ progress 
     I plan to assess my students’ progress over the course of the next year 
4.47 .52 3.79 .97 
 
MANOVA reported that (F= 2.735; df=8.00; p=.034) there were statistically significant 
differences in the participant’ attitudes towards their intentions about the professional 
development.  There were also statistically significant differences for questions 1 (p=.002), 
question 5 (p=.025) and question 8 (p=.023).  Cronbach’s alpha reported that this section of 
the survey was very reliable (α= .872).  Statement 1 is indicative of what the literature 
reports on professional development and teachers making sustainable changes once the 
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coaching and mentoring finish. The responses pre-test indicate that overall the participants 
‘agreed’ that they would seek out the mentor when they had questions and post-test they 
indicated that they felt ‘neutral’ about seeking out a mentor next year.  The researcher 
takes the view that the word ‘a’ is the reason that participants chose to respond with 
‘neutral’ as the statement implies that the teachers need to seek out ‘a’ mentor next year 
without any specific purpose.  The mean and standard deviation are provided in Table 85 
and again, the statements in italics indicate the slightly different wording of the post-test 
statements.    
  
 5.41 Summary of results  
 
The data collected from the many different components of the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 
2010) to answer the fourth research question about whether teachers’ attitudes and beliefs 
about reading instruction professional development changed pre and post-test.   
 
There were significant changes in the participants’ beliefs about their teaching, as 
determined in the ‘My Teaching’ section of the survey (p=.002).  The teachers’ beliefs about 
reading instruction professional development (research question four) did not significantly 
change (p=.316) as determined through the ABC-RIT survey, ‘Reading Instruction and 
Techniques’ section. However there was one reported significant change in the participants’ 
beliefs with regards to whether reading should only be taught in context, as per statement 3 
(p=.010).  In the pre-test survey the average response from the participants was ‘neutral’. 
However, the post-test survey results for the same statement indicate that the participants 
‘disagreed’ with only teaching reading in context. There were significant differences in the 
teachers’ attitudes with regards to the professional development pre and post-test (p=.002), 
and the participants’ professional development intentions pre and post-test (p=.034).   
 
5.5  Research Question 5:  What did the participants think about the professional 
development model, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and changes in their  Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices as determined through an     
informal exit interview? 
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Once the interviews were transcribed the qualitative data was coded thematically to 
provide answers to the fifth research question.  The following themes were used to discuss 
the data obtained from the interviews: professional development, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) and teachers’ confidence.   
 
 5.51  Professional development 
 
Overall, the participants’ responses during the exit interview indicated that they found the 
professional development model beneficial and positive with regards to the modelling, 
coaching and classroom observation visits.  Although it is interesting that this contrasts with 
the results of the post-test for the ABC-RIT survey, where on average the participants’ 
indicated a response of ‘neutral’ to the statement, ‘I have enjoyed the professional 
development’. However, participant 5 commented that she had found the professional 
development model to be useful due to the contact and the mentoring and the fact that the 
discussions and immediate feedback allowed her the time to practice and implement the 
feedback ready for the next classroom observation.  Participant 15 provided detailed 
answers about the professional development model and her responses indicate that she 
found all of the different components of the professional development model extremely 
helpful in terms of improving her Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices, 
confidence and understanding.   
Your feedback has been really honest …but also constructive feedback which I think 
is really good because obviously we’re all here to learn and build on what we are 
already doing so – I think what you’ve done is good.  You were always happy to do it 
in front of the children and model it so that I could see - like when we did the double 
clapping, for segmenting, and I was super confused, so that was good because you 
just jumped in and did it so that I could see it properly and how to do it and that was 
really good.  
 
 
Participant 8 felt that the professional development and mentoring were “fantastic” and she 
commented that the feedback provided by the researcher had been very honest and 
positive. She also stated that she was very grateful for the continual encouragement in 
implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) in her classroom. Other participants found 
the classroom observation visits particularly useful in terms of encouraging them to persist 
with using Let’s Decode in-between visits, with Participant 14 stating that the visits were a 
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bit nerve wracking at first but very worthwhile. Participant 5 commented that she felt that 
there were enough classroom observations for her to implement and practice what had 
been discussed during the prior observation visit.   
I think that it was good that you and Lorraine did come back into the classroom 
because it meant that I did have to follow-up on it, and that I did have to be using it 
because someone was coming to see me use it (Participant 3).  
 
The mentoring made me keep using it (Let’s Decode), because I knew that you were 
coming back and so If I did not use it...so rather just going oh, it’s too hard to learn 
so I’ll just drop it...I knew that I had to keep on doing it because I knew that you were 
coming back (Participant 7).    
 
The regular visits have been good to get regular feedback (Participant 10).   
 
Because you knew someone was coming to watch you...the good thing was that you 
got the chance at the end to say, am I doing it right? So there was that follow up so 
that was really nice, and also having the chance to ask some questions and things 
(Participant 14).   
 
The visits, keep you in check and it makes you keep on board and it makes you 
practice, and you think, they are coming next week so I better practice that a bit 
more (Participant 15) 
 
 
Participant 4 was a consultant in classroom management prior to her current teaching 
position and she reflected that she was used to having people come into her classroom and 
providing feedback.  She commented that the model was beneficial as: 
 You get the PD at the start then you get someone to watch you and then coach you 
 with what you can try next so it makes it better.  It’s the best way to do it, because it 
 makes you practice and keep on doing it.  With practice you get better and better at 
 it. 
 
Participant 13 was the only person to comment that she felt that the “mentoring and 
coaching was inconsistent”, and when asked what could be done to improve the same 
professional development model if it were run again (question 8), she only replied with “the 
level of support and mentoring should be higher and more effective”. While there were 
some suggestions and feedback on the professional development model by other 
participants during the interviews their comments were more constructive. Participant 2 
suggested that the professional development model could be improved by adding a visit for 
participants to a school that is already successfully implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
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1993) so that the participants could observe other teachers effectively using the 
instructional formats.  This participant also suggested that more mentoring and coaching 
would be beneficial but also recognised and acknowledged that finding allocated time for 
this to happen would prove to be difficult within their busy literacy timetable. 
 
Participant 14 commented that she felt that the one day professional development was too 
rushed and that while she did appreciate and find the modelling by the expert/presenter 
very helpful she did not like trying Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) with small groups of 
children on the same day as she felt that it was too pressured.  Participant 14 reflected that 
she would have preferred to try out the specific instructional format first with her 
colleagues, after seeing it modelled by the expert/presenter, before attempting the same 
format with a small group of children.  Participant 12 made similar comments about the 
professional development day: 
 I found the practicing with those kids, it wasn’t worthwhile for me, as I was trying to 
 look and read what I was supposed to be doing because I wasn’t familiar with it.  I felt 
 like I’d just been shoved out there with kids I do not know...I probably would have like 
 to practice, like role play with other teachers pretending to be the children just so that 
 you get that practice and format right.   
 
 
Participant 5 suggested that the professional development workshop be run at a school that 
was already successfully implementing Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) so that when it was 
time for the participants to practice using the instructional formats (after it’s been 
modelled) with small groups of children, the students are familiar with the formats which 
would make it easier for the participants when trying to implement the formats for the first 
time.      
 
Participant 7 commented that she left the professional development workshop with some 
questions which she attributed to perhaps not have been given the correct information 
from her administrative staff.  She reflected that she felt confused as to how Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) was going to fit in with their school’s literacy policies and programs such 
as Jolly Phonics and Sound Waves.  She said that clearer communication from her school’s 
literacy leaders and administrative staff as to how Let’s Decode was to fit in with their 
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timetables and literacy programs would have been beneficial to her prior to beginning the 
professional development. 
Participant 11 commented that she would have liked an interim professional development 
day where instructional formats could have been modelled to everyone again and provide 
the chance for discussion amongst the participants about their progress or questions. 
Whereas, Participant 10 suggested that the researcher or expert come into her classroom 
and teach a few lessons so that she could sit and observe.   
 
 5.52 Let’s Decode  
 
Overall, the participants liked Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) as an instructional tool and all 
of the participants stated that they would continue to use it next year as part of their 
reading instruction programs to teaching systematic decoding.  Although again it is 
interesting to note that in response to the ABC-RIT survey ‘Reading Instruction and 
Techniques’ overall there was not a statistically significant change pre and post in the 
participants’ beliefs about reading instruction.   
 
Two areas in particular were identified as being useful for participants in Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993); the use of the hand signals and the scripts provided.  The majority of the 
participants liked the hand signals as an instructional strategy to minimise extraneous 
language.  Participant 14 stated that she liked the hand signals but found it difficult to 
incorporate at first when using Let’s Decode, but now the use of the hand signals means it is 
“a lot less language which is easier for the children”.  Participant 15 made similar comments 
about the hand signals, stating that the hand signals “make it more short and sweet, so 
rather than saying Amy can you please tell me....now it is (used hand signal in interview) 
which is much more direct and quicker”.  
 The hand signal and clapping was most effective when teaching auditory blending and 
 segmenting. It encouraged the children to fully focus on the target skill. The use of 
 precise instructions and short sharp lessons held their attention (Participant 1).   
 
 I do like the hand signals, your turn, my turn and I would use that (Participant 12).  
  
 I really like Let’s Decode...I did my training a long time ago.  1974 I graduated, so 
 things have changed gradually. I started with no writing in the room now everyone 
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 writes...and I find that Let’s Decode is very good as it gives me something to hang my 
 explicit teaching on (Participant 5).   
 
Participant 3 responded that her confidence has improved a little as a result of the 
professional development and she attributed her confidence to “having the little book of 
things to say....I think having the script in front of me made it easier”.  Participant 15 made 
similar comments about the scripts in Let’s Decode being very useful in terms of practising 
and building up confidence.  
 
Participant 3 and 13 commented that they did not like the hand signals, but for different 
reasons. Participant 3 did not like the hand signals as her students were always reminding 
her to use them and Participant 13 commented that she did not like the hand signals as she 
found that they were not effective with her current class. Participant 6 stated that she did 
not use a lot of the hand signals because she found that she did not really need to.   
 
Participant 7 wanted to make it clear that although her students had made gains in their 
overall reading abilities, she could not solely attribute these gains to Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) as she was also implementing Jolly Grammar and Jolly Phonics with her 
Year 2 students.  However, she did note that Let’s Decode does “spell it out and make it a bit 
clearer for the kids, so that it’s not a hidden code”. She also pointed out that she had always 
felt that something was missing in her teaching of reading and that Let’s Decode provided 
the “missing piece in the puzzle”.  She reflected that she knew what to teach in terms of oral 
skills, but that she did not have the knowledge, skills or understanding of what to teach or 
how to teach it.   
 
Participant 2 reflected that Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) would allow the teachers at her 
school to address all of the relevant content descriptions in the Australian English 
Curriculum.  When asked if she would continue to use Let’s Decode next year she responded 
with “100%”.   Participant 5 and 13 both commented that they would continue to use Let’s 
Decode next year as it gives them something to hang their “explicit teaching on” and 
because they have the booklet to follow.  All of the participants stated that they would 
continue to use Let’s Decode in the future as part of their reading programs, however some 
participants did comment that they may only use particular parts of it.   
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 5.53 Teachers’ confidence and instructional changes 
 
The participants indicated that overall they felt more confident in their instruction when 
teaching phonological awareness and phonics, with Participants 2 and 8 replying “yes 
definitely”.  Participant 10 responded that she definitely felt more confident as she now 
watches and makes sure that the students sit really close to her so that they can watch and 
focus on the movement and shape of her lips when she is pronouncing words and sounds.   
 
Participant 4 reflected that her teaching instructional style had changed as a result of using 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) in terms of using more explicit language and that her 
confidence had improved particularly when teaching irregular words.  Participant 15 also 
commented that her confidence had improved as a result of the modelling, feedback and 
discussions during and after the classroom observation visits.  During the interview she 
recalled a time when the researcher informed her that she was incorrectly holding onto a 
stop sound during her instruction and that the modelling and feedback provided on the spot 
allowed her to correct this aspect of her instruction immediately, and ask questions if 
needed. She stated that this feedback had made her practice her articulation and 
pronunciation of particular stop and continuous sounds before she used them in her 
teaching.   
 
Participant 13 also commented that the professional development helped remind her about 
the importance of using explicit language.  Participant 5, a Kindergarten teacher commented 
that her instructional teaching style had changed and that she was also “more explicit”.  She 
also noted that there had been many improvements in her students’ literacy results as 
demonstrated through testing and results from students in previous years only being able to 
clap syllables. She said that now her students were “actually able to hear the first sounds in 
words, some are able to blend them, some are even able to....give me the sounds in 
words....Some were even able to identify the final sounds in some words, it was just 
amazing!” She commented that her confidence had “undoubtedly improved” and that she 
“could not even recall learning how to teach reading”. Another Kindergarten teacher, 
Participant 10 also commented that her students’ abilities have improved as a result of Let’s 
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Decode as her students were able to rhyme and hear individual sounds in words which she 
said, was a “massive improvement from the start of the year”.   
 
Participant 6, a Pre-Primary teacher commented that she had also noticed improvements in 
her students’ reading abilities and that at the time of the interview she had just tested the 
students the week prior and she reported that 100% of the children were able to accurately 
orally blend and segment words. She also noted that she was more confident in her 
teaching of phonological awareness and phonics and that she was now including the 
teaching of ‘stop’ sounds which she hadn’t done prior to the professional development.  She 
said that she’d also noticed that the children in her class were also using the terminology of 
‘stop’ and ‘continuous’ sounds and that she had witnessed the students dragging out the 
sounds when they were writing.   
 
Participant 7 and 11 were the only two participants to comment that their teaching style 
had not changed as a result of using Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993).  When Participant 11 
was asked if there were any obstacles that hindered her implementation of Let’s Decode she 
said that her “teaching style had probably hindered it a little bit”.  Participant 7 reflected 
that she was already teaching in a fairly explicit manner prior to the professional 
development. 
 
5.6 Summary of all results 
 
The participants’ attitudes towards Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) reading instruction 
professional development as calculated by the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 2010) were 
determined through their responses to six different sections of the survey.  Statistically 
significant differences were reported for three sections of the survey; ‘My teaching’ 
(p=.002); ‘Attitudes regarding Professional Development’ (p=.002), and ‘PD intentions’ 
(p=.034).  Overall, the participants’ responses throughout the survey suggest that on 
average they were going to be responsive to the professional development and that they 
believed that quality professional development can improve the learning outcomes and 
achievements of students and that they believed that it is important to learn evidence- 
based reading teaching techniques.   
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The results collected from the TKS survey revealed that there was not a statistically 
significant difference (p=.608) pre and post-test with an average score of 25.33 post-test 
and 27.20 post-test.   Both the pre and post-test scores from the TKS survey indicate that 
the majority of participants only had a moderate knowledge and understanding of early 
reading precursory skills, specifically phonological awareness and phonics.  While the 
participants’ knowledge did not significantly improve pre and post-test, their Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices  in teaching the early reading precursory skills as 
demonstrated while using the instructional formats in Let’s Decode and recorded on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) significantly developed for each of the 10 
instructional elements.  The data collected from the five teacher observations using the TOR 
revealed that there was a statistically significant difference (p=.000) in the participants’ Let’s 
Decode instructional practices pre and post-test for all of the 10 instructional observable 
elements which indicates that the professional development was successful in terms 
introducing and developing the participants’ Let’s Decode instructional practices according 
to the instructional observable elements. It is important to remember that the first 
observation was undertaken before the Let’s Decode professional development, in which 
participants were asked to demonstrate a regular reading lesson.  
 
Overall, the participants felt that their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices 
had improved in teaching phonological awareness and phonics, and that Let’s Decode was 
potentially an effective instructional tool for teaching systematic decoding.  In particular, 
the participants felt that the hand signals and instructional formats provided in scripts were 
the most beneficial aspects of Let’s Decode as it allowed more content to be taught in 
minimal time.  Participant 2 commented that they feel like a much more effective teacher in 
teaching reading because of using Let’s Decode and the mentoring and coaching, and while 
three participants did mention that their literacy blocks were already full with other reading 
programs, spelling, writing and Big Book activities, they each acknowledged the benefits of 
Let’s Decode as an additional instructional tool which works best when seamlessly 
integrated into their reading programs.  Participant 8 commented that Let’s Decode would 
become a part of her teaching repertoire when teaching children systematic decoding skills 
when learning to read.   
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The TORP survey (DeFord, 1985) results reported that the majority of participants held a 
skills based belief system to teaching reading both pre and post-test with no statistically 
significant differences being reported (p=.46).  None of the participants’ scores from the 
TORP survey indicated that they held a whole language belief to teaching reading.  While 
the researcher acknowledges the more contemporary balanced view of teaching reading, 
which does not polarise the whole language approach with a code-based/decoding 
approach to teaching reading, it was important in the present study to obtain information 
about each participant’s beliefs about teaching reading in order to determine whether they 
would be initially receptive to the professional development and whether changes in their 
instruction matched their beliefs about reading instruction as determined by the TORP 
survey.  With the majority of participants’ scores on the TORP survey placing their beliefs in 
the skills beliefs category on the instructional continuum, some of their responses indicated 
that they also held some of the beliefs from a whole language and decoding approach to 
teaching reading.  It is important to recognise that teachers’ instructional practices (when 
teaching reading) sit within an instructional continuum as defined by DeFord and illustrated 
previously in Figure 10.   
 
In summary, while there was a small improvement in some teacher knowledge test scores  
reported from the TKS survey pre and post-test, overall, the teachers’ knowledge and 
understanding of early reading precursory skills remained moderate with no significant 
changes in their scores being reported pre and post-test.  However, there were significant 
developments in the participants’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices 
when using the instructional formats in Let’s Decode between observation one and five for 
each of the 10 instructional elements as included on the TOR (Hammond, 2010). The 
teachers’ responses during the interviews indicated that their confidence had improved 
when teaching phonological awareness and phonics and that all of the participants would 
continue to use Let’s Decode in their future reading programs.  The results are discussed 
further in the next chapter in order to provide commentary on how the results reflect and 
compare with findings from similar research studies discussed in the literature review.  
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6.0 DISCUSSION 
 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effect of a professional 
development model on teachers’ instructional practices in teaching early precursory reading 
skills, specifically phonological awareness and phonics through Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) – an instruction centred tool based on Direct Instruction (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 
1987). The research questions addressed whether there were changes in: the participants’ 
knowledge of phonological awareness and phonics, their beliefs about reading instruction, 
their Let’s Decode instructional practices in teaching the concepts of phonological 
awareness and phonics, and their attitudes towards reading instruction professional 
development. The mixed methods research design allows the results to be discussed in an 
integrated manner by weaving the participants’ responses from the interviews into the 
discussion with the quantitative data for the first four research questions to provide further 
context to the results.   
 
The discussion that follows links the literature review and the data collected to provide 
answers, findings and questions that have been raised as a result of this study.  Limitations 
of the study, implications for future research and findings will be discussed at the conclusion 
of the chapter. 
 
6.1 Research question 1:  What do teachers know (pre and post) about early  reading 
precursory skills as determined through a Teacher Knowledge Survey, and how does 
this change?  
 
It was necessary to determine the participants’ knowledge and understanding about 
phonological awareness and phonics at the beginning of the study before they participated 
in the professional development to identify areas to focus on for the professional 
development and cater the presentation accordingly. This section discusses the participants’ 
knowledge and understanding of specific items identified through the pre-and post 
professional development Teacher Knowledge Survey. It is important to note that a change 
in the score does not necessarily indicate an increase/decrease in knowledge, as it was clear 
that scores increased as well as decreased. An increase in correct / incorrect answers could 
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be due to the professional development, guess work, random assignment, 
misinterpretation, miss- understanding or ambiguity of questions.   
 
The questions from the TKS survey (pre-test) which required the participants to identify the 
number of phonemes in questions where each letter represented a phoneme, such as in the 
word ‘blast’ were predominantly answered correctly and therefore a lot of time did not 
need to be spent on phoneme awareness during the professional development 
presentation. However, time was allocated during the professional development workshop 
to focus on identifying phonemes in words where one letter can be two phonemes as in the 
word ‘next’ where the /x/ has two phonemes /x/ and /s/ with a total number of five 
phonemes.   
 
It was also important to determine the teachers’ knowledge about phonological awareness 
and phonics before the professional development to provide a baseline to compare their 
scores on the post-test survey to determine whether the professional development had any 
impact on their knowledge. Several research studies have also assessed teacher knowledge 
of phonological awareness and phonics (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; Cunningham et 
al., 2004; Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 1994, 2009; T. 
Smith, 2008; Spencer et al., 2008) and some researchers have also assessed teacher 
knowledge pre and post professional development in order to determine the impact of 
professional development on teacher knowledge (Brady et al., 2009; McCutchen et al., 
2002; Podhajski et al., 2009).    
 
Teachers have been reported as perceiving their knowledge and understanding about 
linguistic concepts as higher than it actually is and Cunningham et al. (2004) refer to this as 
knowledge calibration.  The results from the present study from the TKS survey revealed 
that the participants in this study were no different to other findings from similar research 
(Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 2009).  The participants’ responses to question 43 and 44 
on the TKS survey both pre and post-test demonstrated that many of the participants felt 
that they knew more about beginning reading concepts of phonological awareness and 
phonics through their estimates of their test scores on the TKS (question 44) and their 
response to question 43 which required them to indicate how they think they performed on 
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the TKS with multiple choice answers of; (a) very well, (b) fairly well (c) not very well and (d) 
poorly.  As indicated on Table 3, participants 1, 6, 14 and 15 indicated that they anticipated 
that they would achieve a score well above their pre-test survey result with participant 14 
and 15 scoring close to half of the score that they expected.   
 
Participants 6 and 14 indicated from their estimates of their results on the TKS surveys that 
they thought that they knew more than they actually did, as indicated by their actual 
results. This supports Cunningham, Zibulsky and Callahan’s (2009) findings that overall 
teachers “tend to overestimate what they know” (p.487).  Participant 1 estimated 35/41 
pre-test and yet the actual test score was 25/41.  Interestingly though, this participant was 
fairly accurate in their estimate post-test, indicating that they thought their result would be 
35/41 and their actual test score was 31/41.  
 
Cunningham, Zibulsky and Callahan (2009), state that it is very important for professional 
development organisers and presenters to establish the teachers’ knowledge and perceived 
knowledge about literacy instruction and literacy skills as teachers have reported to often 
overestimate what they really know which may impact on their intentions of seeking 
professional development. 
 People learn information more readily when they are relatively well calibrated as to 
 their current level of knowledge because they can focus on areas where their 
 knowledge is uncertain...if teachers of beginning reading are well calibrated in their 
 disciplinary knowledge, they presumably will be more receptive to seeking out and/or 
 receiving information they do not possess (Cunningham et al., 2004, p.143-144).  
 
 
The participants’ results from the TKS survey were given confidentially to them prior to the 
beginning of the professional development workshop to enable the teachers to accurately 
calibrate their current level of knowledge with their perceptions of what they knew and 
understood.  This was done purposefully to ensure that the participants would be more 
receptive to the information being presented during the professional development 
workshop (Cunningham et al., 2004; Cunningham, Zibulsky and Callahan, 2009).   
 
The results from the TKS survey in this study also parallel the findings from similar research 
where teacher knowledge of beginning reading skills has also been investigated (Bos et al., 
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2001; Brady et al., 2009; Cunningham et al., 2004; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 1994, 
2009; T. Smith, 2008; Spencer et al., 2008). With regards to phoneme segmentation and 
identifying the number of phonemes in words the findings from Bos et al. (2001), 
Cunningham et al. (2004) and Spencer et al. (2008), all report similar findings to the ones 
reported in this study.  The word grass appeared on the TKS surveys in the research of Bos 
et al. (2001) and Cunningham et al. (2004) with regards to identifying the number of 
phonemes and the researchers both reported very different results.  Bos et al. (2001) 
reported that 43% of their participants were able to correctly identify that there are four 
phonemes in the word grass, while Cunningham et al. (2004)   reported that only 29% of 
their participants answered this question correctly.   
 
The word scratch appeared in the TKS survey used in this research and also in the TKS 
survey used in the study by Cunningham et al. (2004).  However while Cunningham and 
colleagues reported that only 19.5% of their sample were able to correctly identify that 
there are five phonemes in the word scratch,  33% of the participants in the current study 
correctly identified the number of phonemes (question 21) pre-test and 46% of participants 
answered it correctly on the post-test survey.  This result demonstrates that the 
participants’ knowledge and understanding of phonemes was higher pre-test than the 
participants’ knowledge in Cunningham’s study, and that post-test it appears that more 
participants were able to correctly identify that the word scratch has five phonemes, 
possibly as a result of attending the professional development and using the instructional 
tool, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993). Cunningham et al. (2004) reported that almost “20% 
of the teachers were not able to correctly identify the number of phonemes in any of the 11 
words presented to them...Less than 1% of the sample was able to correctly identify the 
phonemes in all 11 words” (p.150).   
 
Both studies by Bos et al. (2001) and Spencer et al. (2008) report that their participants had 
difficulties identifying the number of phonemes or the second phoneme or sound in words 
that begin with the letter ‘q’.  For example, 26% of all participants (541) in Spencer et al. 
(2008) study were able to correctly identify the number of phonemes in the word quick, and 
32% of inservice teachers (286) were able to correctly identify the second sound in the word 
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queen.  In the TKS survey presented in this study only 2% of participants both pre and post-
test were able to correctly identify the number of phonemes in the word quaint.   
 
Bos et al. (2001), Cunningham et al. (2004), and Spencer et al. (2008) all reported similar 
findings with the apparent lack of teacher knowledge and understanding with regards to the 
fact that the letter ‘x’ represents two phonemes or sounds, /k/ and /s/.  Bos et al (2001, 
p.106) reported that only 15% of the teachers were able to correctly identify that there are 
four phonemes in the word box and Cunningham et al. (2004) reported that only 3% of their 
participants correctly identified that the word exit has five phonemes (p.151).  Similar 
findings were reported in this study with the results from question 23 where participants 
were required to identify the number of phonemes in the word next.  One participant 
correctly identified that there are five phonemes in the pre-test survey and only two 
participants answered this question correctly in the post-test survey.  In a study by Spencer 
et al. (2008), the authors classified the 21 words of the phoneme segmentation task on their 
teacher knowledge survey as being easy or hard to segment and the word box appeared on 
their hard word list with 23% of all participants (541, including speech-language 
pathologists, kindergarten teachers, first-grade teachers, reading teachers and special 
education teachers) correctly identifying the number of phonemes in that word.   
 
Questions 34-38 on the TKS survey in the current study were aimed at determining the 
teachers’ knowledge about phonetically regular and irregular words and the results reveal 
quite different results to the research findings from Cunningham et al. (2004).   In their 
study “only 11% of teachers were able to identify all 11 irregular words”, including the 
following words, the, done, said, have, was, give, what, one, yacht, does and pint (p.154). 
Cunningham et al. reported that 65% correctly identified that the word the, is a phonetically 
irregular word and 61.2% correctly identified that the word done is also phonetically 
irregular (2004, p.154).  However in the current study 93% of the teachers were able to 
correctly identify that the words the and done are phonetically irregular on the TKS post-test 
survey. The results were not so encouraging for the words tea and put with only 66% 
correctly identifying the word tea as regular in the post-test survey and 60% correctly 
identifying that put is phonetically irregular post-test.   
 
216 
 
With regards to spelling knowledge, several questions from the TKS survey (APPENDIX C) 
used in this research were taken directly from the one used by Moats (2009a) in her 
research which assessed the knowledge of 139 primary school teachers and the results that 
they reported are referred to here to compare with the results reported from the 
participants in this study.  Questions 17-19 on the Moats TKS survey and questions 31-32 in 
the current TKS survey were taken directly from the TKS survey used by Moats (2009a) in 
her research.  
 
There was a significant difference in the findings from Moats’ (2009a) study with regards to 
participants’ spelling knowledge for question 32 of the TKS survey which requires 
participants to identify when the consonant digraph ck is used in spelling to represent the 
/k/ sound.    Moats reported that only 42% of participants correctly answered this question 
while 80% of participants answered this question correctly on the post-test survey in the 
present study.  Similar findings were reported by Moats (2009a) with regards to 
participants’ spelling knowledge where respondents are asked to identify why there is a 
double ‘n’ in the word stunning.  Exactly half of the teachers answered this question 
correctly in the study by Moats and 47% of participants in the current study were able to 
correctly identify the answer. Question 32 on the TKS survey also revealed similar results 
with 43% of participants correctly answering the question in Moats’ research and 53% in the 
present study.  These results are alarming as roughly half of participants in both studies 
could correctly identify that when a student makes a spelling mistake, using the word finely 
instead of the word finally, half of the teachers did not understand that the student who 
made the mistake did not take into consideration the morpheme.  These results beg the 
question of how teachers are going to explain to students why they’ve used the wrong 
spelling in their writing if they themself do not understand how to use morphemes in 
teaching spelling.   
 
Identifying the number of syllables in words is an easy skill and it was expected that all of 
the teachers in this study would be able to correctly answer questions 39-41 on the TKS 
survey where they were asked to identify the number of syllables in the following words; 
unbelievable (question 39), finger (question 40) and hopeful (question 41).  All of the 
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participants answered questions 39 and 41 correctly both pre and post-test with only one 
participant, 6, answering question 40 correctly pre-test and then incorrectly post-test.   
 
Significant differences were not reported in the scores of pre and post TKS survey (p=.608) 
and it was evident overall that the teachers had fairly limited to moderate knowledge and 
understanding of early reading precursory skills as demonstrated by the individual scores 
and the mean score of 25.3 out of 41 points pre-test (i.e. 62% of questions answered 
correctly) and a mean score of 27.2 post-test (66% of questions answered correctly).  Brady 
et al. (2009) reported that the participants in their study also had poor to moderate 
knowledge as determined through a similar TKS survey with only 42.6% of questions being 
accurately answered pre-test.  However, their participants demonstrated a much larger 
increase in knowledge as determined through the number of questions answered correctly 
post-test (74.1%).   
 
Despite the minimal change in the participants’ results from the TKS survey in the present 
study, the majority of the participants indicated during the interviews that their confidence 
had improved teaching phonological awareness and phonics. Their responses to items 4, 6 
and 7 on the ABC-RIT Survey (Smith, 2010) section ‘My teaching’ also indicated that the 
participants’ confidence had improved when teaching phonics, phonemic awareness and 
decoding.  DeFord (1985) noted that it is important to gather many different sources of data 
when investigating teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and instruction with regards to teaching 
reading as a participants’ score on a survey does not necessarily translate into what and 
how they are teaching reading in the classroom. Ord (1990) also discussed this point by 
commenting that there can be discrepancies between what a teacher believes about 
reading instruction and the way that they teaching reading.  It is for this reason that the 
researcher felt that it would be beneficial to gather data about each participant’s beliefs and 
knowledge through administering surveys, observing each participant using the Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional format four times throughout the year (after the initial 
observation where teachers were observed teaching a regular reading lesson) to document 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993)  instructional practices and interview each participant to 
gain their own perceptions and thoughts about their perceptions of Let’s Decode and 
confidence at the end of the year.   
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It can be assumed that although the teachers’ scores did not rise significantly pre and post-
test their improved confidence in teaching phonological awareness and phonics may be 
credited to the scripts provided in Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) which allowed the 
teachers to use the instructional formats and suggested list of words with their students 
without having to really understand the concepts and skills being taught.  While this is 
clearly not ideal, it is hoped that the teachers’ improved confidence would encourage them 
to independently learn the information required so that they have a deeper understanding 
of the concepts and skills that they are teaching. The fact that 14 of the 15 participants also 
noted that they had seen improvements in their students’ reading abilities, which they 
thought may be partly due to their instructional practices,  may also encourage the teachers 
to learn more about teaching systematic decoding in an explicit and direct manner.   
 
The results reported in this study reflect the research from similar studies which also report 
that teachers are often lacking the necessary knowledge and understanding of phonics and 
phonological awareness to be able to teach these concepts and skills effectively to 
beginning readers (Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 2009; Cunningham, Zibulsky & Callahan, 
2009; Joshi et al., 2009a; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; McCutchen et al., 2002; Moats, 2009a, 
2009b; Moats & Foorman, 2003; NRP, 2000; Podhajski et al., 2009; Spencer et al., 2009; 
Sturtz, 2009).  The moderate results post-test from the TKS survey in the present study yield 
a key finding - to improve teacher knowledge in the area of teaching early precursory 
reading skills, one day of professional development is not adequate. For future professional 
development to be effective in making significant improvements to teachers’ knowledge 
and understanding about phonological awareness and phonics more time could be spent on 
teaching these concepts and then allowing the participants more time during the 
professional development (than was provided in the present study) to learn and consolidate 
their knowledge and understanding. 
 
6.2  Research question 2:  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction (pre and 
post), as determined through DeFord’s Theoretical Orientation Reading Profile 
Survey (1985), and how does this change? 
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The results showed that although there were some changes to the participants’ beliefs 
about reading instruction, as measured and classified by the scores on the TORP (DeFord, 
1985) there was not a statistically significant difference pre and post-test (p=.46).  The small 
changes in participants’ scores indicated some movement between the phonics and skills 
range of orientations as indicated on DeFord’s ‘Continuum of Instruction’ with ten of the 
participants holding a skills perspective pre-test and nine holding a skills perspective post-
test.  None of the participants’ overall scores on the TORP survey indicated that they held 
beliefs from the whole language perspective. 
   
       
Results from the TORP survey, pre and post-test indicate that participants 1, 5 and 9 
changed their beliefs about reading instruction. The three participants initially scored an 
overall mark which indicated that their beliefs about reading instruction was a skills 
perspective and after participating in the professional development and receiving coaching, 
mentoring and feedback for one year during observation visits the results indicated that 
these participants had changed their beliefs about reading instruction to a ‘decoding’ 
perspective’. Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) is an instructional centred tool which provides 
the explicit language of instruction for systematic decoding and phonological awareness and 
phonics so it is interesting to note that the results suggested that these three participants 
changed their beliefs to a decoding perspective.  Participants 2 and 7 appeared to change 
their beliefs about reading instruction from a decoding perspective to a skills perspective. 
  
Participant 3’s responses to the pre and post-test TORP survey were interesting and 
indicated changes in her beliefs about reading instruction.  For items 1, 5, 7, 9, 10, 15, 22, 23 
and 27 on the TORP participant 3 changed her pre-test response pre-test to post-test by 
almost ‘flip flopping’ her response.  For example for items 1 and 5 she responded with 
‘disagree’ pre-test and then ‘strongly agree’ post-test.    
 
Participant 8 did not show much change in her responses pre and post-test on the TORP 
survey (DeFord, 1985).  For example for items 1, 2, 4-21, 23,24, 26 and 28 participant 8 
responded in exactly the same way on both the pre and post-test survey which indicates 
that the professional development and implementation of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
did not have much of an impact on changing her beliefs about reading.  However, this is not 
220 
 
surprising due to the fact that her overall score from the pre-test TORP survey indicated that 
they held the beliefs of a ‘decoding’ approach to teaching reading.  Therefore, they already 
held many of the beliefs that underpin the professional development and Let’s Decode. Her 
score on the TKS survey pre-test was the third highest (30/41) and her post-test score was 
also the third highest (33/41).   
 
As reported in the results chapter, none of the participants in this study achieved a raw 
score which indicated that they held a whole language belief to teaching reading.  This was 
an important finding from the TORP results pre-test as the professional development, Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) are based on a the principles of Direct Instruction (Carnine, 
Silbert & Kameenui, 1997; Carnine et al., 2006; Carnine, Silbert, Kameenui & Tarver, 2010), 
which is fundamentally at the polar opposite of a whole language approach to teaching 
reading.  The fact that none of the participants indicated pre-test that they held the beliefs 
of a whole language approach meant that their beliefs about reading instruction and 
learning to read were somewhat aligned with the purpose of the professional development 
and the aim of implementing Let’s Decode instructional practices in the teaching of the early 
reading skills of phonological awareness and phonics.  There were statistically significant 
differences in two items on the TORP survey and both of them were within the phonics 
subset of items, item 2 (p=.044) and item 10 (p=.010).  There was a change of response to 
item 15 from the whole language subset which was of interest as the item statement was, 
‘When coming to a word that’s unknown, the reader should be encouraged to guess based 
upon meaning and go on’. The pre-test average response was ‘neutral’ and post-test 
average response was ‘agree’. 
  
The change in response for item 26 ‘If a child says “house” for the written word “home”, the 
word should be left uncorrected”, was from a response of ‘neutral’ pre-test to an average 
response of ‘agree’ post-test indicates again that the participants do not believe in always 
correcting mistakes and encouraging the student to decode the word.  The fact that the 
child in the question has said “house” instead of the printed word “home” means that the 
child has used a contextual clue (probably a picture) and guessed the word.  One of the 
elements of instruction included in the Teacher Observation Rubric was ‘detecting and 
immediately correcting student errors’ and this is an important element of Engelmann and 
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Carnine’s (1991) analysis of communication (delivery of unambiguous instruction). This 
suggests that on average the participants felt that it is not always necessary to correct a 
mistake. DeFord (1985) refers to this in relation to the ‘Continuum of Instruction’ which 
states that there are often “points of overlap in instructional practices, particularly in areas 
of proximity to another orientation… the phonics and skills orientations tended to share 
practices, as did the skills and language orientations, but there was little sharing between 
phonics and language” (354).   
 
Although it was found that there were no statistically significant changes in the teachers’ 
beliefs about reading pre and post-test, it is not surprising due to the fact that the 
professional development and focus on instruction were pedagogically already similar to the 
participants’ initial beliefs as indicated by their scores which indicated that they held a skills 
or decoding belief to teaching reading.    Overall, the results from the TORP survey (DeFord, 
1985) imply that the professional development and use of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
had little impact on the participants’ beliefs about reading instruction.  
 
It is important to note here that although the participants’ were surveyed to determine 
their beliefs about reading instruction through the TORP survey, many researchers are 
reporting that the debate which polarises the whole language approach to the code-
breaking/phonics approach is no longer necessary, as a balanced approach to teaching 
reading and literacy is now reported to be the most effective method of teaching reading 
(Moskal & Keneman, 2011; Pressley, 2006; Tompkins, et al., 2012).  However, for the 
purpose of determining participants’ receptivity to the professional development model and 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993), the researcher chose to investigate the participants’ beliefs 
about teaching reading. While it is recognised that Let’s Decode is just one aspect of 
providing a balanced reading program, to be receptive to the professional development 
using Let’s Decode teachers need to believe that systematic decoding is effective and 
successful in teaching early precursory reading skills if they are to successfully implement 
Let’s Decode and make sustainable changes in their instruction.  The TORP survey was 
simply used in the present study as one tool for determining the teachers’ beliefs about 
reading instruction, not to encourage or continue the polarising debate of whole language 
versus code-emphasis/phonics reading instruction.   Guskey (2002a) and T. Smith (2008) 
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both discussed that a factor in teachers’ receptivity to professional development was their 
beliefs and knowledge on the specific professional development workshops and whether 
they already held these beliefs.  If teachers already hold the same or similar beliefs about 
reading instruction that are being presented in the professional development, then the 
professional development is more likely to be well received (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; 
Guskey, 2002a; Putman, et al., 2009; Ramey & Ramey, 2008; T. Smith, 2008). 
 
DeFord (1985) highlighted the fact that teachers’ scores and reading profiles should not be 
the only source of information when determining their theoretical orientations towards 
teaching reading as teachers can indicate beliefs on a survey and then instruct quite 
differently in their classrooms.  It was for this reason that participants were also observed 
teaching five times during the year and interviewed at the conclusion of the study in order 
to gain the participants’ insights into their confidence in teaching phonological awareness 
and phonics, Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) and whether they had noticed changes in their 
Let’s Decode instructional practices.   
 
6.3  Research question 3:  How do teachers develop the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional practices to teaching early reading precursory skills, as measured 
through five classroom observations on a Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 
2010), after  professional development which included mentoring and coaching?  
 
As reported in the results chapter, there were statistically significant changes in teachers’ 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices for each observable element on the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).  It wasn’t surprising that there were 
significant changes for each element between the first and fifth observation as the 
participants were teaching a non-specified reading lesson for the first observation and 
excerpts from Let’s Decode for the remaining four observations.  Therefore, it can be stated 
that most participants’ Let’s Decode instructional practices in the teaching of phonological 
awareness and phonics improved in relation to the Let’s Decode instructional formats as 
determined by the data collected from observations on the Teacher Observation Rubric.  
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It is believed that the mentoring and coaching component of the professional development 
model that predominantly occurred during the five observations contributed to the 
development of the teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices.  While 
initially it was apparent to the researcher that some of the participants were a little 
uncomfortable being observed, the researcher noticed that it was during the second 
observation that the participants became more relaxed, especially when the researcher 
modelled some of the instructional formats in front of the class so that the teacher could 
see exactly how the Let’s Decode format should be delivered. Brady et al. (2009) reported 
similar reservations from the participants in their study but noted that at the end of the 
yearlong study their participants found the mentoring provided during the observations to 
be invaluable in improving their reading instruction. Participants 8 and 14 from the present 
study (who were amongst the most experienced teachers) told the researcher that they 
were not particularly happy about having a mentor observe them teaching and then 
providing feedback and coaching. However, the same two participants were the most 
responsive to the coaching and mentoring as the study progressed and they both made 
significant improvements in their Let’s Decode instructional practices as a result of the 
feedback.  Once the participants saw the researcher demonstrating and modelling the 
different instructional formats in front of their class and providing immediate feedback to 
them on the spot, the participants became more responsive to the feedback.  
 
 During the first observation it was particularly important for the researcher to build rapport 
and trust with each of the participants as this was considered to be crucial to the success of 
the mentoring and coaching (L’Allier, Elish-Piper & Bean, 2010).  The researcher developed 
rapport throughout the study with each of the participants primarily through three different 
interactions; firstly by thanking each participant after each observation for the privilege of 
observing them teach and acknowledging that the researcher would also be nervous and 
uncomfortable in the same situation; secondly, through using encouraging language and 
presenting non-threatening body language by sitting on one of the student’s seats off to the 
side of the classroom or sometimes almost in amongst the students; and thirdly offering to 
demonstrate different instructional formats immediately with their students throughout the 
observation, observing again, providing feedback and then often modelling again.  By using 
encouraging language and acknowledging that some parts of the instructional formats were 
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also initially difficult for the researcher when learning how to deliver Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) it appeared to make the participants more relaxed and comfortable to 
ask questions and seek feedback.  The most difficult part of the instructional formats for all 
of the participants was segmenting with all of the participants requiring modelling and 
further explanations of where to clap and why.   
 
Each participant, except for 10 and 11, markedly developed their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 
1993) instructional practices in the three areas that Engelmann and Carnine (1991) state 
impact on cognitive learning; analysis of knowledge systems, analysis of behaviour and 
analysis of communication. Specific changes in their Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional practices were documented on an observational tool developed by Hammond 
(2010) which included 10 observable instructional elements under the three headings 
outlined by Engelmann and Carnine. Participant 11 demonstrated a level of ‘proficiency’ for 
two of the instructional elements during the fifth observation for elements 8 and 9 and 
demonstrated levels of ‘developing’ for every other element during the last observation. 
This participant commented that her teaching style hindered her successful implementation 
of Let’s Decode during her interview and was not very responsive to the coaching and 
feedback. They made it particularly clear that they were not interested in using Let’s Decode 
in her future teaching of reading and also admitted that they were not engaged in the study. 
Participant 11 achieved the same score on the TKS survey pre and post-test (26/41) and she 
was well calibrated in her estimation of her own knowledge by estimating that she would 
receive 29/41 pre-test and 25/41 post-test.   
 
Participant 13 performed at a ‘distinguished’ level for the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional element of ‘use of hand signals to minimise extraneous instruction’, however 
she commented in her interview that she did not like the hand signals as they were 
ineffective for her current class.  This is evidence of Ord’s (1990) findings about 
discrepancies between a teacher’s instruction and what they believe is working.   
 
The participants made sustainable and statistically significant changes in their use of the 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional formats of teaching beginning reading, 
specifically phonological awareness and phonics which could be attributed to the Let’s 
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Decode instructional format, continual mentoring, feedback, coaching and regularity of 
contact through the classroom observations. Therefore, it may be presumed that the 
professional development model was effective as all participants developed their Let’s 
Decode instructional practices in the teaching of early reading as documented for each of 
the 10 instructional elements included in the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010).  
Cohen and Ball (1999) as cited by Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011), defined effective 
professional development as having the “capacity to bring about worthwhile and substantial 
learning” (p.776) and it is deemed that sustainable changes were made in the participants’ 
Let’s Decode instructional practices as the teachers were observed five times over the 
course of one year.  The researcher notes that it would be very worthwhile to observe the 
same participants again after one year without contact in between to document their 
instructional practices again using the same Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) 
to really determine whether sustainable changes have been continued after their 
participation in the study.   
 
6.4  Research question 4:  What are teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction 
professional development (pre and post) as determined through  the ABC-RIT  
  surveys (Smith, 2010), and how do these beliefs change? 
 
The participants’ beliefs and attitudes towards reading instruction pre-test were also 
essential to document before the professional development workshop so that the 
professional development presenter and researcher could be aware of the participants’ 
beliefs and attitudes which could possibly impact their receptivity to the professional 
development.  Cunningham, Zibulsky and Callahan (2009) acknowledge this sentiment in 
their research which addressed early childhood educators’ knowledge of early literacy 
development and skills required for beginning reading and that it is important to determine 
teachers’ knowledge before professional development as “teachers who are well aware that 
they lack knowledge in one of these key literacy domains, such as phonological awareness, 
will likely be attentive to professional development about this topic” (Cunningham, Zibulsky 
& Callahan, 2009, p.500). 
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The teachers’ beliefs about reading instruction professional development revealed that 
post-test they felt more confident in their teaching as indicated by the changes to their 
responses in the section ‘My Teaching’.  The participants indicated that they were feeling 
more confident at, ‘identifying when children have fully mastered phoneme awareness 
(item 4, My Teaching)’ as indicated by the significant changes (p=.008) in their responses 
from an average response of ‘neutral’ pre-test and ‘agree’ post-test.  This was also the same 
for statement 6 (p=.000), ‘I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phonics’ where 
the average response pre-test was ‘neutral’ and ‘agree’ post-test.  These significant changes 
in the participants’ responses on the ABC-RIT surveys (Smith, 2010) indicate that the 
professional development was effective in changing 11 teachers’ beliefs and confidence 
about teaching phonics and phoneme awareness using the Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
instructional tool.    
 
No significant changes (p=.316) were reported for the participants pre and post-test 
responses for the ‘Reading Instruction and Techniques’ section of the ABC-RIT survey 
(Smith, 2010). On individual items in this section of the survey there was only one  
significant change in the participants’ answer to reading instruction as identified by their 
average response to statement 3 (p=.010)  ‘reading should only be taught in context’ where 
the average response pre-test was ‘neutral’ and post-test it was ‘disagree’.  This is of 
particular relevance to the findings of this study as it indicates that the participants did 
change their beliefs about reading instruction as they now believe that reading should not 
only be taught in context.  Therefore, it could be presumed that the participants changed 
this aspect of their beliefs about reading instruction. The purpose of the study was to 
determine the impact of a professional development on teachers’ implementation of Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices and their beliefs and the change in their 
response to item 3 on the ABC-RIT survey in the ‘Reading Instruction and Techniques’ may 
indicate that some of the beliefs of the participants did change to include more beliefs 
about a skills or phonics based approach to teaching reading.  Although the TORP survey 
(DeFord, 1985) already indicated that all of the participants either held a ‘decoding’ or 
‘skills’ belief system about teaching reading pre the professional development.  
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While there were no significant differences reported for the section, ‘Views about 
professional development’ (p=.365) this result was not unexpected as the participants’ 
beliefs and attitudes towards professional development, as determined through their 
responses on the pre-test survey, were already positive.   
 
The participants’ attitudes towards the professional development as determined through 
their responses to the section ‘Attitudes Regarding Upcoming/Recent Professional 
Development’ revealed significant changes pre and post-test (p=.002) particularly for 
statements 6 (p=.036) and 9 (p=.000).  The average response for item 6 which asked 
participants to respond to whether they thought the professional development was just 
another ‘fad’ in “scientifically based reading instruction”, revealed that pre-test and post-
test the participants disagreed.  This result was particularly valuable as the professional 
development was presented with evidence-based research which provided the evidence for 
teachers that teaching phonological awareness and phonics in an explicit, systematic and 
direct manner is an effective way to teach the decoding skills required for beginning 
reading.  The participants were shown the evidence during the professional development 
and therefore, they agreed that this specific professional development was not just another 
‘fad’ in reading instruction.   
 
While there was not a significant change pre and post-test for the results for the section, 
‘Professional Development Motivation’ (p=.188) there were significant changes in the 
participants’ ‘Professional Development Intentions’ (p=.034), with significant changes also 
reported for statements 1 (p=.002), 5 (p=.025) and 8 (p=.023).   
 
Canadian researcher, Ord (1990) reported in her study that “...effective inservice requires 
much more than the traditional, didactic one-shot ‘instruction’ sessions which are generally 
portrayed as being chronically ineffective” (p.54).  Several researchers reported that the 
reality of professional development is that teachers often go straight back to their regular 
ways of teaching (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Hawley & Valli, 1999; McCutchen et al., 2002), 
reinforces this idea by noting that one day professional development seminars are unlikely 
to make lasting changes on teachers’ pedagogy, knowledge or instruction.   Carlisle and 
Berebitsky (2011), Guskey (2002, 2002a), Putman et al. (2009), Ramey and Ramey (2008) 
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and T. Smith (2008) all reported on the influencing factors which impact on the 
effectiveness of professional development, such as the teacher’s motivation, their 
knowledge, school policies, their beliefs and whether they align with the professional 
development, the support provided and whether they intend to implement new techniques.  
It was already determined through the TORP survey (DeFord, 1985) that all of the 
participants either held a ‘decoding’ or ‘skills’ belief system about teaching reading and 
therefore the researcher and presenter assumed that the participants would probably  be 
receptive to the Let’s’ Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices long term. 
 
Smith’s (2010) ABC-RIT surveys were deliberately chosen for this study as they include items 
which reflect all of the factors mentioned previously which can impact on the effectiveness 
of professional development. The research in the area of professional development in 
reading instruction was considered carefully when designing the present study as the aim of 
the research was to determine the impact of a professional development model over a 
period of one year on teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and instruction. Carlisle and Berebitsky 
(2011), Guskey (2002a), and T. Smith (2008) all noted the importance of determining 
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about professional development and reading instruction 
professional development beforehand as their attitudes and beliefs can affect their 
receptivity to the professional development. The fact that the participants’ views about 
professional development were generally positive pre-test indicated that they would be 
more likely to be receptive to the professional development and open to making sustainable 
changes.    
 
The literacy coaching component of the professional development model was included as 
Gray (2008), Ord (1990) and Sykes (1999) reported that teachers are usually dissatisfied with 
professional development in terms of making changes or improving their teaching practice 
as they feel that it doesn’t provide time to practice or learn the new skills or knowledge 
properly for them to be able to effectively implement the changes.  The literacy coaching 
and observations provided the teachers with opportunities to practice the instructional 
formats of Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) with the opportunity to have feedback, coaching 
and modelling from the researcher throughout the year.  This continual support and contact 
after the professional development provides a support for sustainable changes to teachers’ 
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instruction and knowledge. The fact that the teachers were also provided with 
demonstrations of the instructional formats of Let’s Decode with groups of children during 
the professional development also allowed the teachers to actually see how it should be 
done rather than just being told about it.  The participants were also given opportunities 
throughout the professional development workshop to practice the instructional formats of 
Let’s Decode with small groups of children and receive feedback from the researcher and 
professional development presenter/expert.  The professional development provided in this 
study included all of the elements of a ‘effective’ professional development as outlined by 
Putman et al. (2009), who note that if professional development provides specific classroom 
examples with demonstrations in front of children and opportunities to practice then 
teachers are more willing to engage in the professional development and make sustainable 
changes in their teaching.  Marchand-Martella et al. (2004) also note that an important part 
of effective professional development is the inclusion of literacy coaching and practical 
demonstrations in front of classes of children.  The Formative Assessment Model (Hamre et 
al., 2008) was central when planning the methodology of the research to ensure that the 
continuous feedback loop occurred between the researcher, expert and participants and 
that this occurred before, during, after and in-between observations.  Several of the 
participants commented during the exit interviews that they continued with Let’s Decode 
initially due to the fact that they knew that the researcher was coming back to observe 
them.  The fact that the researcher also modelled different instructional formats with the 
students provided opportunities for the teachers to ask questions and practice again with 
the encouragement and feedback from the researcher.  
 
Putman et al. (2009) succinctly stated “momentum for instructional change is maintained 
through continuous support” (p.211) and Participant 5, a teacher with 30 years of teaching 
experience commented on the professional development and coaching by stating that the 
classroom visits occurred ‘often enough’ to ensure that she continued to implement Let’s 
Decode (Formentin, 1993) throughout the year.  These comments reflect the literature 
about continual support being needed if sustainable changes are to be made in teachers’ 
instructional practices when teaching reading (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Marchand-
Martella et al., 2004; Putman et al., 2009). 
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6.5 Implications for future research 
 
Over the last few years there has been continuing interest in adopting effective ways of 
teaching and learning phonological awareness and phonics, which include explicit 
instruction in Western Australian Primary Schools in order to improve students’ literacy and 
academic achievements.  Media attention to the declining literacy levels in some schools (as 
measured by national tests such as NAPLAN) has increased the need for schools to consider 
implementing effective instruction, such as Direct Instruction (Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 
1990) and explicit instruction (Archer & Hughes, 2011) in their teaching. Consequently this 
has led to an increased demand for evidence-based professional development which 
focuses on the most effective instructional methods for teaching beginning reading. 
Professional development workshops are currently being provided for both in-service and 
pre-service teachers which focus on the benefits of explicit instruction by both universities 
and consultant principals. One format of professional development being offered includes 
observations of teachers who have been identified as being expert at implementing explicit 
instruction in their classrooms.  
 
Thus, it is suggested that further research is needed in the area of measuring the impact of 
professional development on teachers’ knowledge and instruction in teaching beginning 
reading include the intensity of professional development, coaching and mentoring as 
included in the research by Brady and colleagues (2009).  In addition, the impact of similar 
professional development programs on children’s decoding and phonological awareness 
needs to be investigated to ascertain the effectiveness of such programs.  
 
In addition, given the apparent lack of teacher knowledge as identified by the TKS  survey 
and a reported lack of teaching reading preparation of teachers in the current  study  it is 
also important to investigate how and where teachers develop, implement and extend their 
knowledge about phonological and phonics.  American researchers, Binks-Cantrell, 
Washburn, Joshi & Hougen (2012) also suggest that future research is required to 
investigate the knowledge of teacher educators in universities as they believe that this could 
be “vital to improving the high incidence of reading difficulties and low reading achievement 
seen in U.S. schools” (p.534). Their research reported that teacher educators with higher 
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levels of knowledge and understanding of teaching reading were more likely to pass on their 
knowledge to pre-service teachers, therefore preparing more knowledgeable teachers to 
effectively teach reading, resulting in improvements in students’ reading achievements.   
 
6.6 Limitations of the study 
 
Although there were some interesting results reported in this study there were a number of 
limitations.  Originally the professional development workshop was scheduled to take place 
over the course of two full days, as it had been run previously, however, due to time 
constraints from schools at the beginning of the school year and the cost involved in paying 
relief teachers to replace the teachers attending the professional development, the decision 
was made to condense the professional development workshop down to one full day.  Many 
of the participants commented during the exit interview that the professional development 
workshop was too rushed and that they would have liked more time to practice the 
instructional formats and have opportunities to ask more questions.   
 
Another limitation of the study was the scheduling of the classroom observations.  The fact 
that literacy is generally always timetabled in the morning block before morning tea, made 
it difficult at times to schedule mutually convenient times with the participating teachers 
and administrative staff for the five observations.  The fact that time was needed after each 
observation for coaching, mentoring and feedback also sometimes proved difficult as the 
schools did not always provide any form of teacher relief.  This meant that the researcher 
was coaching, mentoring, modelling and providing feedback in front of the students, which 
certainly had its benefits; however, it would have also been beneficial to be able to have a 
private chat and enable teachers to discuss their concerns for 5-10 minutes after each 
observation.   
 
One finding of the present study which was not included as a research question was the role 
that the administrative staff play in either supporting or promoting professional 
development for their staff and how changes in teachers’ understanding, knowledge and 
skills are supported in the school.  Guskey (2002, 2002a) and Carlisle and Berebitsky (2011) 
raised the aspects of the school structure which may impact on the effectiveness or success 
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of the learning gained from the professional development. Carlisle and Berebitsky highlight 
the fact that previous studies have reported that implementations of new teaching 
strategies or programs are more successful if the teachers feel that they are supported by 
their Principal and colleagues.   
 
Although, the KAIS professional development framework (Ramey & Ramey, 2008) included a 
‘systems’ component, the impact of the school system in terms of providing the staff with 
time, support and communication was overlooked at the beginning and it became apparent 
early on that each school had different system supports or lack of supports in place which 
would impact on the success and effectiveness of the professional development and 
mentoring and coaching.   
 
In summary, although the sample size was considerably small in this study, the results 
reported are indicative of the findings from similar research as outlined in the literature 
review and results chapter.  Although the results reported for this study cannot be 
generalised, the researcher believes that the results provide a snapshot of the current 
context of 15 teachers who are embarking on this shift in thinking, beliefs and instruction 
when teaching beginning reading.  
 
The current study if replicated would benefit from: a much larger sample size, further 
validation of instruments, two days of professional development, more observations over 
the course of one year, allocated time after each observation for the researcher and teacher 
to discuss any questions or feedback in a quiet place, and a specific timetable identifying the 
date and time of each visit (observation) being provided to each participant and school 
administration at the beginning of the year to eliminate potential scheduling difficulties 
and/or lack of communication between the teachers and administrative staff coordinating 
the schedules for the classroom observations.  
 
6.7  Conclusions 
 
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact and effect of an evidence-based 
professional development model which incorporated two components; a theoretical 
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framework, KAIS, for planning the professional development which was developed by 
American researchers, Ramey and Ramey (2008); and a practical ‘Formative Assessment 
Model’ (Hamre et al., 2008) for the implementation of the professional development 
(coaching, mentoring, continual feedback loop and observations) through the instructional 
tool Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993). The purpose of professional development is to improve 
teachers’ knowledge and or instruction to make them more effective (Carlisle & Berebitsky, 
2011; Guskey, 2002a, 2002b) and the research has reported several factors which can 
contribute to the professional development leading to development in teachers’ 
instructional practices (Brady et al., 2009; Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2011; Guskey, 2002a, 
2002b; Putman et al., 2009; Ramey & Ramey, 2008).  All of these factors were considered 
and accounted for when preparing the methodology and professional development models 
for this study and it is suggested that the significant development in teachers’ Let’s Decode 
instructional practices in this study for all of the 10 instructional elements included in the 
Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) were as a result of this careful consideration 
and planning based on evidence-based research, including Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) 
Theory of Instruction.  
  
It is believed that the participants followed the temporal sequence suggested by Guskey 
(2002a, p.383) in his ‘Model of Teacher Change’ where the first step involves professional 
development, the second step is a change in teachers’ classroom practices, the third stage 
leads to a change in student learning outcomes (which was not explored in this study)  and 
the last stage leads to a change in teachers’ beliefs and attitudes.  This present study has 
deliberately taken into consideration Guskey’s Model of Teacher Change when aiming to 
determine the impact of the professional development on the teachers’ implementation of 
Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices when teaching beginning reading. As 
Guskey proposed the participants in the present study participated in professional 
development and then demonstrated development in their Let’s Decode instructional 
practices pre and post-test. While the results from the TORP survey did not report a 
statistically significant difference in the teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about reading 
instruction pre and post-test, the teachers’ responses provided in the exit interviews 
provided valuable insight into the teachers’ perceptions, thoughts and attitudes towards the 
changes in their implementation of Let’s Decode instructional practices,  their confidence in 
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teaching phonological awareness and phonics and whether they will continue to teach 
systematic decoding skills in the same format in the future.  
 
While the study only yielded one major finding, that the teachers’ developed Let’s Decode 
(Formentin, 1993) instructional practices, as dictated by the instructional formats  in 
teaching early precursory reading skills as a result of their participation in a research-based 
professional development model (which included coaching and mentoring throughout one 
year), the other results were comparative and reflective of the findings from similar 
research studies discussed and referred to in the literature review.   
 
Although the gains in teacher knowledge were relatively small and not statistically 
significant, the teachers’ Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) instructional practices developed 
for each instructional element on the Teacher Observation Rubric (Hammond, 2010) which 
were derived from Engelmann and Carnine’s (1991) Theory of Instruction.  Let’s Decode was 
the instruction centred tool used in this study to provide the teachers with the explicit 
language of instruction to use when teaching systematic decoding, such as segmenting and 
blending; and its instructional formats are based upon the principles of Direct Instruction 
(Carnine, Silbert & Kameenui, 2010). The explicit language of instruction that teachers were 
provided with, through Let’s Decode and the literacy coaching component of the 
professional development model all contributed to the development of their skills in 
implementing Let’s Decode.  All of the teachers commented that they would continue to use 
Let’s Decode to teach some aspects of reading as part of their reading program in the future 
and 13 participants reflected that their confidence had improved in teaching phonological 
awareness and phonics.  However, it must be noted here that development of the 
implementation of Let’s Decode instructional practices was not reflected in their scores on 
the post-test TKS survey as anticipated.  It was expected that the teachers’ scores would 
improve more significantly than they did on the post-test survey after observing the 
improvements in their Let’s Decode instructional practices during the observations.  Binks-
Cantrell et al. (2012) allude to this sentiment when they suggest that teacher “knowledge 
alone does not seem to improve students’ reading achievement – teachers must also apply 
it in their instruction” (p.528).  What is interesting is that the participants in this study were 
able to develop their skills in implementing the Let’s Decode instructional practices while 
235 
 
teaching the precursory reading skills of phonological awareness and phonics without 
possessing an excellent understanding of the component skills that they were teaching. It 
appears that the instructional formats and scripts provided in Let’s Decode allowed the 
teachers in this study to develop their instructional as dictated by Let’s Decode without 
necessarily having an in-depth knowledge of the skills assessed on the Teacher Knowledge 
Survey.   
 
The evidence-based research on reading instruction is clear – direct, systematic and explicit 
instruction as part of a balanced literacy program supports the development of phonological 
awareness and phonics. Professional development that promotes sustainable changes in 
teachers’ instruction must be based on evidence-based reading instruction research and the 
school’s systems and literacy policies must be taken into account when presenting 
professional development.  Sustainable changes are more likely to occur when a literacy 
coaching component is included in the professional development.   
 
In Western Australia, Pre-Primary teachers face new pressures to teach precursory reading 
skills, as outlined in the Foundation and Year 1 Australian English curriculum. With this in 
mind, it is imperative that teachers are provided with professional development that 
provides them with the knowledge, understanding and evidence-based effective instruction 
to maximise their students’ reading achievements.  
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Let’s Decode 2011 
 
Thank you for your interest in taking part in this research project. The following information 
details the involvement for schools and the commitment required for the yearlong project.  
 
The Project 
Pre-Primary teachers will be invited to attend a workshop in Let’s Decode (Formentin, 1993) 
an approach to phonological awareness and systematic decoding instruction. Let’s Decode 
professional learning will occur towards the end of Term 1 and all support materials 
required will be provided.  
 
Teachers will be asked to complete a number of surveys in February and November and be 
available for a short interview at the conclusion of the study. These teachers will also be 
observed on five occasions for no longer than fifteen minutes per session teaching reading. 
These visits will occur once in Term 1, twice in Term 2 and twice in Term 3.  Observations 
will be scheduled at a mutually convenient time for participants and the researchers. 
Feedback and mentoring will be available to Pre-Primary staff throughout the year to 
support the implementation of Let’s Decode.  
 
Staff participating in the project will be asked to complete consent forms as required by 
university ethics prior to their involvement in any data. Complete anonymity of schools and 
all teachers is assured.  Teachers completing Let’s Decode and participating in this study can 
apply for recognition of prior learning towards the Graduate Certificate in Special Education 
at Edith Cowan University. 
 
The Researchers 
 
Let’s Decode will be presented by Dr Lorraine Hammond, a Senior Lecturer at Edith Cowan 
University.  Observations and mentoring will be conducted by Dr Lorraine Hammond and 
Mrs Gemma Scarparolo, a PhD student completing her doctoral studies at Edith Cowan 
University, and supervised by Lorraine and Associate Professor Tony Fetherston.  
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CONSENT FORM 
I___________________________________________________________________ 
 (Please print full name) 
of__________________________________________________________________ 
(Address and School’s name) 
Phone 
number_______________________________________________________________ 
have read the accompanying information sheet concerning the study and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I understand the 
nature and intent of the study and agree to participate in this activity realising that 
my participation is voluntary, so that I am free at any time to withdraw consent to 
further participation, without prejudice in any way. In such cases, my records will be 
destroyed, unless I have otherwise agreed for them to be used.  
I consent to participating in this research for a 12 month period. I realise that as part 
of this commitment I am required to complete a series of surveys at the start and the 
end of the research as well as a short interview with the researcher. I also commit to 
attending the professional learning sessions that will be provided. 
I understand that all information provided is treated as strictly confidential and will 
not be released by the researcher. 
I agree that research data gathered for the study may be published provided my 
name or other identifying information is not used. 
 
Signed__________________________________________________  
Date________________ 
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Teacher Knowledge Survey 
 
Name:_____________________ 
 
 
Please circle one response for each item unless otherwise indicated. This is a survey 
designed to measure your present knowledge of aspects of oral and written 
language. Please carefully read the directions for each section and mark the 
answer(s) you feel are most appropriate.  
 
Thank you in advance for your thorough and professional response. 
 
1. Phoneme awareness is important for children learning to read because: 
a. It shows children how to decode words. 
b. It fosters fluency in reading. 
c. It provides children with the concept of rhyme. 
d. It provides the basis for understanding what letters represent. 
e. I’m not sure.  
 
2. Which set of words should a teacher select for a phoneme awareness 
activity to give children practice with segmentation of four phonemes in one-
syllable words? 
a. thrill, sting  
b. shark, string  
c. witch, dodge  
d. all of the above 
e. I’m not sure. 
 
For each of the following, choose whether the activity would help children 
acquire: 
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
 
3. Clapping the number of syllables in a word 
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
4. Segmenting each of the phonemes (speech sounds) in a word.  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
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5. Practicing the naming of letters.  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
6. Identifying the final phoneme in a word.  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
7. Identifying which word in a set of words rhymes with a target word.  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
8. Naming letters as quickly as possible.  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
. 
 
9. Identifying non-speech sounds (e.g., ball bouncing, whistle, sound of a 
hammer).  
a. Phonological awareness  
b. Phoneme awareness  
c. Neither  
d. Both  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
 
10. If you wanted to see if a child had mastered phoneme awareness, which is 
the best word to use (by asking a child to say each of the speech sounds)? 
a. cat  
b. blast  
c. cabinet  
d. crash  
e. I’m not sure. 
 
Below is an authentic list of words written by children in Year 1.  For each 
child’s spelling, choose whether the child’s error most likely indicates that the 
child may be having trouble with: 
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a. Phoneme Awareness  
b. Problems applying the code (phonics) 
c. Difficulty with other spelling features  
d. Not sure. 
(Please select only one answer.) 
 
 Target Word Child’s  Spelling Error (a,b,c,d) 
11. play pa  
12. went wet  
13. beet bet  
14. rain  rayn  
15. trap chrap  
 
Circle the number of phonemes in each word.  Example: C/A/T has three 
phonemes. A phoneme is the smallest unit of sound; it is smaller than a 
syllable.  
 
 Word Number of speech sounds in each word 
16. Best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
17. Through 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
18. Chirp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
19. Fresh 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
20. Quaint 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
21. Scratch 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
22. Shore 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
 Word Number of speech sounds in each word 
23. Next 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not sure 
 
24. What would be the best response if one of your students asked you: ‘‘What 
is the difference between consonants and vowels? 
a. The vowels are just AEIOU and sometimes Y, and the consonants are all the 
rest. 
b. All words have to have a vowel but they don’t have to have a consonant. 
c. In contrast to how we make consonant sounds, when we make vowel sounds our 
mouths are open and nothing gets in the way of the air coming out. 
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d. I’m not sure. 
 
Say each of the following words out loud. Then reverse the order of the 
sounds, and say the new English word that results. Write the new word with its 
conventional (correct) English spelling on the line to the right of the word. Do 
this for each of the words. 
Example: The word age becomes the word jay. 
 
25. tub ___ ________________ 
26. face ____ ______________ 
27. teach ________ ____________ 
28. Phonics instruction is:  
a. Teaching the correspondences between letters and sounds. 
b. Most effective when it incorporates other cueing systems such as meaning 
and syntax. 
c. Most effective when taught as needed while children are reading leveled text or 
authentic literature. 
d. Most effective when explicitly taught in a sequence from easier to more 
complex code patterns. 
e. I’m not sure. 
 
29. If you were testing children to see if they had mastered how to spell the 
silent ‘‘e’’ pattern, is there a value to including nonsense words such as tupe 
and snede? 
a. No. Nonsense words are not authentic because they have no meaning. 
b. No. Students would just confuse nonsense words with real words. 
c. Yes. Nonsense words allow the teacher to see if students can apply the pattern. 
d. Yes. Nonsense words are more difficult to spell because children haven’t seen 
    them before. 
e. I’m not sure. 
 
30. The /k/ sound in lake and lack are spelling differently. Why is lack spelled 
with ck? 
a. The /k/ sound ends the word. 
b. The word is a verb. 
c. ck is used immediately after a short vowel. 
d. c and k produce the same sound. 
e. There is no principle or rule to explain this. 
 
31.  Why is there a double n in stunning?  
a. Because the word ends in a single consonant preceded by a single vowel, 
and the ending begins with a vowel. 
b. Because the final consonant is always doubled when adding -ing. 
c. Because the letter u has many different pronunciations. 
d. Because the consonant n is not well articulated and needs to be 
strengthened. 
e. There is no principle or rule to explain this. 
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32. A student writes: ‘‘I have finely finished my drawing.’’ Her misspelling of 
the word finally most likely indicates that she:  
a. is not attentive to the sounds in the word. 
b. does not know basic letter-sound relations. 
c. has not matched spelling to the meaningful parts (morphemes) of the word. 
d. has a limited vocabulary. 
e. has a limited knowledge of sight words. 
 
33. Consonants are: 
a. Speech sounds that are connected to letters. 
b. A group of speech sounds formed when the vocal airflow is obstructed either 
    completely or partially. 
c. A group of speech sounds that are open, vocal and obstructed. 
d. Letters that children use to spell words. 
e. I’m not sure. 
 
All of the following are common words that children are usually taught to read 
in first grade. Some of these words are phonetically regular (i.e., they conform 
to frequently taught phonic rules in English and can be sounded out), whereas 
others are phonetically irregular (i.e., they are exceptions to phonic rules). 
Please indicate whether each of the words is phonetically regular or irregular. 
 
34. went  a. Regular  b. Irregular 
35. the   a. Regular  b. Irregular 
36. done   a. Regular b. Irregular 
37. tea   a. Regular  b. Irregular 
38.  put  a. Regular  b. Irregular 
For each of the words shown below, count the syllables and circle the correct 
number of syllables to the right of the word. Example: The word elephant has 3 
syllables: /el/ /e/ /phant/ 
 
 Word Number of syllables in each word 
39. unbelievable 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not sure 
40. finger 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not sure 
41. hopeful 1 2 3 4 5 6 Not sure 
 
 
 
Regarding the type of knowledge contained in the previous questions, 
please answer the following: 
 
42. How important do you think it is for ECE teachers to understand this type 
of knowledge? 
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a. Very important 
b. Somewhat important 
c. Not very important 
d. Not important at all 
 
43. How well do you think you did on the questions above? 
a. Very well 
b. Fairly well 
c. Not very well 
d. Poorly 
 
44. Of the first 41 questions we asked you, how many items do you estimate or 
think you answered correctly? Please respond on the blank line below. 
  
___/41 
 
45. Of all of the ECE teachers completing this survey, please indicate how 
well you think you did compared to the others. 
a. Well below average 
b. A little below average 
c. A little above average 
d. Well above average 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this survey 
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ABC-RIT:  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
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TAS: Assessment Of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: There are no right or wrong answers to the questions in this survey.  Please read each question 
carefully but do not spend too much time on any one item.  Please answer all of the questions by circling the number 
that corresponds to your answer or writing in the information requested.  The survey will take approximately twenty 
minutes to complete. Thank you for your time. 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
1. Indicate which group your age falls in: 
  20 - 25   36 – 45 
  26 - 35   over 45 
2. What is your gender?   Male   Female 
3. What is your level of training?   Bachelor   Masters 
   Other (please specify) _________________ 
4. What area was your teaching degree in? ________________________________________________ 
5. How many courses on reading did you take in getting your degree? 
____________ 
(number of courses) 
 Please briefly describe the course content. 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________ 
6. Using the categories below, please provide your opinion about the amount of training you received in your  
 undergraduate program on reading: 
  Too Little   Adequate   Too Much   N/A  
7. Using the categories below, please provide your opinion about the amount of training you received in your  
 graduate program on reading: 
  Too Little   Adequate   Too Much   N/A  
8. Have you attended any workshops or in-services on 
  reading issues that you thought were helpful? 
  Yes   No 
 What did they cover? 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________ 
9. How many years have you been teaching? 
 (Please indicate all grades and number of years taught) 
 (e.g., K = 2 1 = 4, for a total of 6 years teaching) 
K_____  PP____ 1 _____  2 _____  3 _____  4 _____ 
5 _____  6 _____  7-9 _____  10-11 _____  13+ _____ 
10. Have you ever taught special education?   Yes   No 
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 If so, how long? ____________________  (years) 
11. I am satisfied with the reading progress my students have achieved in previous years. 
  Strongly 
  Disagree 
  Disagree   Neutral   Agree   Strongly Agree 
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ABC-RIT: Pre-test 
 TEACHING EFFICACY, BELIEFS, PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
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SECTION ONE:  MY TEACHING 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current abilities. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                     
 Agree  (4)                                   
 Neutral  (3)                                   
 Disagree   (2)                                
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                    
1.  
I feel that I am effective at building student knowledge of concepts of 
print. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I feel that I am effective at teaching rhyming games. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phoneme awareness 
skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I feel that I am effective at identifying when children have fully 
mastered phoneme awareness. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I feel that I am effective at identifying which speech sounds are easiest 
for children to discover. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phonics. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I feel that I am effective at assessing student progress in decoding. 1 2 3 4 5 
8.  I feel that I am effective at teaching spelling patterns. 1 2 3 4 5 
9.  I feel that I am effective at measuring student fluency. 1 2 3 4 5 
10. 
I feel that I am effective at using techniques to increase my students’ 
reading fluency. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. 
I feel that I am effective at selecting books appropriate for a child’s 
current level of reading ability. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12.  
I feel I know effective ways to increase my student’s listening 
comprehension skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. 
I feel I know effective ways to increase my students’ reading 
comprehension skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. 
I feel that I know effective ways to increase my students’ vocabulary 
knowledge. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15.  
I feel that I am effective at designing instructionally valuable center 
activities. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16.  
Given time available for classroom instruction, it is possible to have all 
children reading at grade level by the time they reach second grade. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. 
It is difficult for me to meet the instructional needs of the lower level 
students in the regular classroom.  
1 2 3 4 5 
 
TAS: Assessment Of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: There are no right or wrong answers to the questions in this survey.  Please read each 
question carefully but do not spend too much time on any one item.  Please answer all of the questions 
by filling in the corresponding circle or writing in the information requested.  The survey will take 
approximately twenty minutes to complete. Thank you for your time. 
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SECTION TWO: READING INSTRUCTION AND TECHNIQUES 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                   
 Agree (4)                                    
 Neutral   (3)                                  
 Disagree  (2)                                  
  Strongly Disagree  (1)     
1.  Like learning to talk, it is natural for children to learn to read. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  Children need direct instruction when learning to read. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  Reading should only be taught in context. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Phonics is best taught as the need arises during shared reading. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
The main focus of reading instruction in first grade should be on 
comprehension. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. 
A literature rich environment is the most important element for early 
reading acquisition. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. 
Grouping students according to ability level is a central part of reading 
instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.  
I generally think that my students who struggle with learning to read 
should be more the responsibility of a specialist than a classroom 
teacher. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
SECTION THREE: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT VIEWS 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                     
 Agree  (4)                                   
 Neutral (3)                                    
 Disagree   (2)                                
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                    
1.  Quality in-service training can improve student learning. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I prefer to learn new techniques on my own. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I received adequate instruction in teaching reading in my pre-service 
training. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I like in-service training because it gives me a chance to learn from my 
colleagues. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  In-service training is often a waste of time. 1 2 3 4 5 
6.  I like to try new teaching techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION FOUR: ATTITUDES REGARDING UPCOMING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT  
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                    
 Agree  (4)                                   
 Neutral  (3)                                 
 Disagree  (2)                                
  Strongly Disagree  (1)     
1.  I am looking forward to the upcoming professional development. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  
I am concerned that the upcoming professional development will be 
too much work. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I feel the upcoming professional development will enhance my ability 
to teach reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I feel the upcoming professional development will take me away too 
much from my other classroom responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I feel the upcoming professional development will provide enough 
practice for me to master the new skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  
I am concerned that the upcoming professional development, on 
“scientifically- based reading methods,” is just the latest fad in reading 
instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. 
I am concerned that the upcoming professional development will not 
be relevant to what I do in my classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. 
I am concerned about having someone come into my classroom in a 
mentoring role. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. 
I am concerned about whether the mentor will be a good match for me.
  
1 2 3 4 5 
 
SECTION FIVE: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MOTIVATION  
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                      
 Agree (4)  
 Neutral  (3)                                 
 Disagree  (2)                                  
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                    
1.  
One reason for agreeing to take part in this professional development 
is that I hope to get material to use in my classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  
It is important to me that release time is being provided so that I can 
attend the professional development 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  It is important to me to receive credit for this training. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Being current in teaching techniques for reading is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
Participating in this training fits well with my personal professional 
goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  
My purpose for participating in this professional development is to 
learn additional teaching techniques. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION FIVE: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MOTIVATION  
7. 
My purpose for participating in this professional development is that I 
want all of my students to learn to read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. My school administration strongly encourages this training 1 2 3 4 5 
9. 
The only reason I am participating in this professional development is 
because my school administration wants me to take part.  
1 2 3 4 5 
10. 
I am participating in this professional development because I can use it 
in my own professional plan (appraisal, learning, or professional 
growth). 
1 2 3 4 5 
11.  
I am participating in this professional development because my 
colleagues support this training. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. 
It is important that I learn this material to meet the governmental 
expectations. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
SECTION SIX: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT INTENTIONS  
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current plans. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree   (5)                   
 
 Agree      (4)                               
 Neutral    (3)                                 
 Disagree      (2)                              
  Strongly Disagree    (1)                  
1.  I plan to seek out my mentor when I have questions. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  
I intend to incorporate the methods I learn by the end of the school 
year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
When mentors make suggestions about teaching techniques, I plan on 
trying them out in my classroom within two weeks. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I intend to be an active participant in the upcoming professional 
development workshops. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I plan to share my questions about my students during in-service 
meetings. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  
I intend to take risks in trying out new methods, even if I make 
mistakes at first. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I plan to welcome my mentor into my classroom on a regular basis. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. 
After being trained in how to assess children, I plan to assess my 
students’ progress. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY. 
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APPENDIX F 
 
 
THEORETICAL ORIENTATION TO READING PROFILE (TORP) 
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The DeFord Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
Directions: Read the following statements, and circle one of the number responses 
that will indicate the relationship of the statement to your feelings about reading and 
reading instruction. SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD (select one best answer that reflects the 
strength of agreement or disagreement--SA is strong agreement, and SD is strong 
disagreement) 
1. A child needs to be able to verbalize the rules of phonics in order 
to assure proficiency in processing new words. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
2. An increase in reading errors is usually related to a decrease in 
comprehension. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
3. Dividing words into syllables according to rules is a helpful 
instructional practice for reading new words. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
4. Fluency and expression are necessary components of reading 
that indicate good comprehension. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
5. Materials for early reading should be written in natural language 
without concern for short, simple words and sentences. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
6. When children do not know a word, they should be instructed to 
sound out its parts. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
7. It is a good practice to allow children to edit what is written into 
their own dialect when learning to read. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
8. The use of a glossary or dictionary is necessary in determining the 
meaning and pronunciation of new words. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
9. Reversals (e. g., saying "saw" for "was") are significant problems 
in the teaching of reading. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
10. It is good practice to correct a child as soon as an oral reading 
mistake is made. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
11. It is important for a word to be repeated a number of times after it 
has been introduced to insure that it will become a part of sight 
vocabulary. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
12. Paying close attention to punctuation marks is necessary to 
understanding story content. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
13. It is a sign of an ineffective reader when words and phrases are 
repeated. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
14. Being able to label words according to grammatical function 
(nouns, etc.) is useful in proficient reading. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
15. When coming to a word that's unknown, the reader should be 
encouraged to guess based upon meaning and go on. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
16. Young readers need to be introduced to the root form of words 
(run, long) before they are asked to read inflected forms (running, 
longest). 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
17. It is not necessary for a child to know the letters of the alphabet SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
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in order to learn to read. 
18. Flashcard drill with sight words is an unnecessary form of 
practice in reading instruction. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
19. Ability to use accent patterns in multi-syllable words (pho to 
graph, pho tog ra phy, and pho to graph ic) should be developed as 
a part of reading instruction. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
20. Controlling text through consistent spelling patterns (The fat cat 
ran back. The fat cat sat on a hat.) is a means by which children can 
best learn to read. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
21. Formal instruction in reading is necessary to insure the adequate 
development of all skills used in reading. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
22. Phonic analysis is the most important form of analysis used 
when meeting new words. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
23. Children's initial encounters with print should focus on meaning, 
not upon exact graphic representation. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
24. Word shapes (word configuration, b i g) should be taught in 
reading to aid in word recognition. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
25. It is important to teach skills in relation to other skills. SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
26. If a child says "house" for the written word "home," the response 
should be left uncorrected. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
27. It is not necessary to introduce new words before they appear in 
the reading text. 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
28. Some problems in reading are caused by readers dropping the 
inflectional endings from words (e.g., jumps, jumped). 
SA 1 2 3 4 5 SD 
Scoring Directions 
1. Identify items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26 and 27. 
2. Score all other items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25 and 28 by 
giving the number of points corresponding to the number circled in each item, i.e., if a 4 is circled, give 
4 points, etc. Do not score items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26 and 27 when doing this. 
3. Now score items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26 and 27 by reversing the process. If a 1 is circled, give 5 
points. If a 2 is circled, give 4 points, a 3 = 3 points, a 4 = 2 points, and a 5 = 1 point. 
4. Add the total of the two scores for one total score and compare with the following scale. 
 0 - 65 points indicates a decoding perspective.  
 66 - 110 points indicates a skills perspective.  
 111 - 140 points indicates a whole language perspective.  
Note: A score in the 85 - 120 range would probably indicate the ability to learn to use a 
balanced approach to reading instruction. 
This test was copyrighted by the International Reading Association in 1985. 
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APPENDIX G 
 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OUTLINE 
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Let’s Decode Program Outline 
Presenter:  Dr Lorraine Hammond 
 
 
 
 
 
Overview: The purpose of the workshop is to introduce participants to the content and structure of 
Let’s Decode, in particular the importance of teaching to a format (lesson script).  Participants will 
finish the day with an understanding of how to teach the phonological awareness skills critical to 
beginning reading.   As Let’s Decode is a practical course, participants will work with small groups 
of students and practice delivering the formats. This is essential if participants are to use the 
program correctly with their own students.  
 
9.00 Introducing Let’s Decode in the context of current research on 
evidence based practice to teach reading.  
Scope and sequence of the program 
Teaching formats – when and how often? 
Why is phonological awareness so important to beginning 
reading and spelling?  
Demonstrations Lesson – all phonemic awareness formats will 
be demonstrated for participants.  
The theory of mastery learning that underpins Let’s Decode. 
Formats for auditory blending and auditory rhyming 
 
1st Practical session with children 
 Program outline 
 Format Books 
 Phonemic Awareness 
notes  
 
6 PP children required  
 
 
 
 
Class of PP children 
required 
10.30 
Morning Tea 
 
 Format for segmentation 
 Introducing letter sounds and order of introduction  
Stop and continuous sounds 
 
2nd Practical session with children 
Class of PP children 
required 
1pm Lunch  
 Format for regular words  
 
3rd  Practical session with children 
 
Demonstrations: Format for irregular words 
- ‘sight words’ versus irregular words 
- selecting suitable irregular words 
Fairy ‘e’ rule 
 
4th Practical session with children 
 
Class of PP children 
required 
 
 
 
 
 
3pm Close  
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APPENDIX H 
 
EXAMPLE PAGE FROM LET’S DECODE 
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Let’s Decode – example page 
 
Format for Auditory Blending (Telescoping) 
 
Teacher 
 
 1. I’ll say a word slowly, then you say it 
     fast.  My turn. 
 
2. Mmmmmaaaaannnnn 
    What word? (Signal). 
    Yes, man.  
 
3. Teacher gives individual turns.  
 
Note: This format is very easy.  When 
students find segmentation difficult switch to 
this format, then return to segmentation. 
 
Do not forget to say the word fast and 
remember to keep saying the word fast at 
the end of the format with the students until 
they consistently demonstrate what is 
required. Children do not see the word 
during this format. They only hear your voice.  
 
Hammond (2007) 
 
 
 
 
 
Student 
 
Listens and 
watches 
 
 
Man 
 
am 
it 
on 
in 
an 
up 
say 
men 
log 
sun 
let 
sit 
red 
run 
rub 
fed 
lamb 
lip 
fan  
man 
rod 
sad 
leg 
sum 
ran 
mum 
leg 
mit 
fin 
mud 
not 
ram 
fog 
sap 
and  
fin 
mop 
net 
rod 
log 
fed 
nag 
nap 
meg 
sip 
set 
mix 
mad  
 
ant 
sam 
 
fly 
face 
ramp 
flat 
shop 
look 
meet 
first 
shirt 
feet 
neat 
farm 
slip 
rest 
fight 
load 
race 
lunch 
must 
fresh 
silk 
snake 
frog 
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APPENDIX I 
 
TEACHER OBSERVATION RUBRIC 
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Teacher Observation Rubric 
 
 
 
Teacher: ______________________ School: ________________ Year Level: ________ Date: _________  
 
 
 
 
Analysis of knowledge systems (Organisation of instruction)  
 
Element 
 
 
Not Demonstrated 
in Observed  
Lesson  
 
Developing  
 
Proficient 
 
Distinguished 
Understanding of 
literacy concept 
taught 
- Demonstrated 
understanding of 
literacy concepts as 
they relate to 
learning to read, 
write and spell 
Teacher does not 
classify literacy 
concepts into 
knowledge, strategy 
or rule or 
demonstrate an 
understanding of the 
concepts presented. 
Teacher classifies 
concepts correctly 
some of the time 
and is beginning 
to demonstrate 
understanding of 
the concepts 
presented.  
Teacher classifies 
concepts correctly 
and a good 
understanding of 
the concepts 
presented is 
demonstrated by 
the planned 
learning 
experiences. 
Teacher classifies 
concepts correctly and a 
thorough understanding 
of the concepts 
presented is 
demonstrated by the high 
quality of planned 
learning experiences.  
Organization of 
learning into a logical 
sequence:  
- easy before difficult 
skills, high utility skills 
before less useful 
ones 
Literacy tasks were 
not presented in a 
logical sequence.  
 
Literacy tasks 
followed a logical 
sequence.  
 
 
Literacy tasks 
followed a logical 
sequence and 
there was 
evidence that the 
lesson have been 
planned before 
delivery.  
Learning tasks followed a 
logical sequence that 
indicated careful 
attention to planning in 
order to differentiate 
instruction for students.  
Emphasis on mastery 
of concepts 
 
There is limited 
instruction and 
practice to result in 
mastery of the 
concepts presented.  
There is sufficient 
instruction and 
practice to result 
in mastery of 
some concepts 
presented.  
There is sufficient 
instruction and 
practice to result 
in mastery of most 
concepts 
presented.   
Learning experiences are 
adapted while teaching to 
result in mastery of 
concepts. 
Tasks are broken into 
component skills (i.e.,  
teach blending before 
decoding, /ee/ before 
decoding need) 
Literacy tasks have 
not been broken into 
component skills.   
Some tasks have 
been broken into 
component skills.  
All tasks have been 
broken into 
component skills.  
All tasks have been 
broken into component 
skills and each skill is 
explicitly taught.  
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Analysis of Behaviour (Manipulation of the environment to maximise student learning)  
 
Element 
 
 
Not Demonstrated in 
Observed  Lesson 
 
Developing  
 
Proficient 
 
Distinguished 
 
Presentation of 
appropriately paced 
lessons to maintain 
motivation.  
 
The lesson pacing 
results in numerous 
interruptions and off 
task behaviour.      
Lessons are well 
paced for some of 
the time but this 
is not sustained 
throughout the 
session. 
Teacher delivers a 
well paced lesson 
that motivates 
students.  
Teacher delivers lessons 
that are well paced and 
motivating but also 
demonstrate an 
awareness of and 
responsiveness to 
student abilities resulting 
in differentiated 
instruction.   
High level of student 
engagement 
measured by 
students’ response 
rate. 
Children respond 
infrequently and 
some do not respond 
at all.   
Children respond 
at least 10 times 
over the course of 
the lesson.   
Children respond 
at least 30 times 
over the course of 
the lesson.  
Children respond more 
than 60 times over the 
course of the lesson.  
 
Opportunity to 
practice the 
application of new 
knowledge     
Teacher does not 
provide 
opportunities for 
children to practice 
new knowledge 
presented in the 
lesson.   
Teacher provides 
opportunities for 
some but not all 
children to 
practice new 
knowledge.   
Teacher provides 
opportunities for 
all children to 
practice new 
knowledge.   
Teacher provides multiple 
opportunities for practice 
for all children, and is 
able to provide further 
practice for children who 
require it.  
 
 
 
Analysis of Communication (Delivery of unambiguous instruction) 
 
Element 
 
 
Not Demonstrated in 
Observed  Lesson 
 
Developing  
 
Proficient 
 
Distinguished 
 
Faultless instruction  
- Too many words 
- Unclear 
explanation 
- Precise delivery of 
instruction 
 
The teacher does not 
deliver the format 
exactly and does not 
follow the format 
‘model/lead/test’. 
The teacher 
delivers the 
formats exactly 
but may model 
and test more 
than lead.  
The teacher 
delivers the 
formats exactly 
and provides a 
balance of lead, 
model and test as 
appropriate.  
The teacher delivers the 
formats precisely, re-
iterates instructions 
when necessary using 
unambiguous language, 
and provides a balance of 
lead, model and test as 
appropriate.   
 
Use of hand signals to 
minimize extraneous 
language 
Teacher does not use 
hand signals.    
Teacher uses 
hand signals some 
of the time but 
talks more than 
necessary.  
Teacher uses hand 
signals to minimize 
interruptions.  
Teacher uses hand signals 
proficiently to control 
behaviour, and minimize 
interruptions. 
Detecting and 
immediately 
correcting student 
errors.  
 
Teacher did not 
detect student 
errors.     
Teacher detects 
and corrects most 
student errors 
immediately.  
Teacher detects 
and corrects all 
student errors 
immediately.  
Teacher detects and 
corrects all student errors 
and provides additional 
practice/review for 
individual students. 
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APPENDIX J 
 
ASSESSMENT OF BELIEFS CONCERNING READING INSTRUCTION TRAINING: A SURVEY FOR 
THE EVALUATION OF TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN 
READING  
 ABC-RIT: Post-test  
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TAS: Assessment Of Beliefs Concerning Reading Instruction Training 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: There are no right or wrong answers to the questions in this survey.  Please read each 
question carefully but do not spend too much time on any one item.  Please answer all of the questions 
by circling the corresponding number or writing in the information requested.  The survey will take 
approximately twenty minutes to complete. Thank you for your time. 
 
PART A: SECTION ONE: ATTITUDES REGARDING RECENT PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT  
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree  (5)                    
 Agree         (4)                            
 Neutral      (3)   
 Disagree         (2)    
  Strongly Disagree     (1)     
1.  I have enjoyed the professional development. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I feel that the professional development was too much work. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I feel the professional development enhanced my ability to teach 
reading. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I feel the professional development took me away from my other 
classroom responsibilities for too long. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I feel the professional development provided enough practice for me to 
master the new skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  
I feel that the professional development, on “scientifically- based 
reading methods,” was just the latest fad in reading instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. 
I feel that the professional development was not relevant to what I do in 
my classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. 
I disliked having someone come into my classroom in a mentoring 
role. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. I feel the mentor was a good match for me.  1 2 3 4 5 
10. The mentor in my school was an expert in reading instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 
11. I look forward to my next professional development. 1 2 3 4 5 
12. 
I feel the professional development provided enough instruction for me 
to master the new skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. 
I feel the professional development provided enough modelling for me 
to master the new skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. I feel the classroom materials provided were helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. I feel the professional development resources provided were helpful. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. I feel the amount of time spent on each topic was not sufficient. 1 2 3 4 5 
17. I feel the observations the mentor led to helpful feedback. 1 2 3 4 5 
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PART A: SECTION TWO: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current activities (e.g., last 
60 days). Please complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5) 
 Agree     (4)  
 Neutral          (3)   
 Disagree               (2)    
  Strongly Disagree      (1)     
1.  
I sought out my mentor when I had questions. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I incorporated the methods I learned the recent professional 
development. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  When mentors made suggestions about teaching techniques, I tried 
them out in my classroom within two weeks. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  I was an active participant in the monthly workshops. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  I shared my questions about my students during in-service meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 
6.  I took risks in trying out new methods, even if I made mistakes at first. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I welcomed my mentor into my classroom on a regular basis. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. After being trained in how to assess phoneme awareness and basic 
reading skills, I assessed my students’ progress. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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PART A: SECTION THREE: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MOTIVATION 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree   (5)                   
 Agree    (4)                                 
 Neutral  (3)                                   
 Disagree    (2)                                
  Strongly Disagree (1)                      
1.  One reason I continued to take part in the recent professional 
development was that I hoped to get material to use in my classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  It is important to me that relief time is provided so that I can attend 
professional development. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  It is important to me to receive credit for professional development. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Being current in teaching techniques for reading is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  Participating in the recent training fit well with my personal 
professional goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  My purpose for participating in the recent professional development 
was to learn additional teaching techniques. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. My purpose for participating in the recent professional development 
was that I want all of my students to learn to read. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. My school administration strongly encouraged this training. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. The only reason I participated in the recent professional development 
was because my school administration required me to take part.  
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I participated in the recent professional development because I could 
use it in my own professional plan (appraisal, learning, or professional 
growth). 
1 2 3 4 5 
11.  I par icipated in the recent professional development because my 
colleagues supported this training. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. It is important that I learn this material to meet governmental 
expectations. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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PART B: SECTION FOUR:  MY TEACHING 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current abilities. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree  (5)                    
 Agree    (4)                                 
 Neutral  (3)                                   
 Disagree    (2)                                
  Strongly Disagree (1)                     
1.  
I feel that I am effective at building student knowledge of concepts of 
print. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I feel that I am effective at teaching rhyming games. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phoneme awareness 
skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I feel that I am effective at identifying when children have fully 
mastered phoneme awareness. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I feel that I am effective at identifying which speech sounds are easiest 
for children to discover. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. I feel that I am effective at teaching my students phonics. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I feel that I am effective at assessing student progress in decoding. 1 2 3 4 5 
8.  I feel that I am effective at teaching spelling patterns. 1 2 3 4 5 
9.  I feel that I am effective at measuring student fluency. 1 2 3 4 5 
10. 
I feel that I am effective at using techniques to increase my students’ 
reading fluency. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. 
I feel that I am effective at selecting books appropriate for a child’s 
current level of reading ability. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12.  
I feel I know effective ways to increase my student’s listening 
comprehension skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. 
I feel I know effective ways to increase my students’ reading 
comprehension skills. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. 
I feel that I know effective ways to increase my students’ vocabulary 
knowledge. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15.  
I feel that I am effective at designing instructionally valuable reading 
activities. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16.  
Given time available for classroom instruction, it is possible to have all 
children reading at grade level by the time they reach second grade. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. 
It is difficult for me to meet the instructional needs of the lower level 
students in the regular classroom.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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PART B: SECTION FIVE: READING INSTRUCTION AND TECHNIQUES 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree  (5)                    
 Agree  (4)                                   
 Neutral  (3)                                   
 Disagree (2)                                   
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                    
1.  Like learning to talk, it is natural for children to learn to read. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  Children need direct instruction when learning to read. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  Reading should only be taught in context. 1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Phonics is best taught as the need arises during shared reading. 1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
The main focus of reading instruction in first grade should be on 
comprehension. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. 
A literature rich environment is the most important element for early 
reading acquisition. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. 
Grouping students according to ability level is a central part of reading 
instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.  
I generally think that my students who struggle with learning to read 
should be more the responsibility of a specialist than a classroom 
teacher. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
PART B: SECTION SIX: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT VIEWS 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your current feelings. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree (5)                     
 Agree (4)                                    
 
Neutral (3) 
  
 Disagree  (2)                            
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                   
1.  Quality in-service training can improve student learning. 1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I prefer to learn new techniques on my own. 1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
I received adequate instruction in teaching reading in my pre-service 
training. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I like in-service training because it gives me a chance to learn from my 
colleagues. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  In-service training is often a waste of time. 1 2 3 4 5 
6.  I like to try new teaching techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 
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PART B: SECTION SEVEN: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT INTENTIONS 
Please respond to the following questions based on your judgment of your plans for next year. Please 
complete all items using the rating system illustrated below: 
 Strongly Agree  (5)                    
 Agree  (4)                                   
 Neutral  (3)                                   
 Disagree  (2)                                  
  Strongly Disagree  (1)                    
1.  
I plan to seek out a mentor when I have questions over the course of 
the next year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  
I plan to incorporate the methods I learned over the course of the next 
year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  
When mentors make suggestions about teaching techniques, I plan to 
try them out in my classroom within two weeks. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  
I plan to be an active participant in reading workshops over the course 
of the next year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  
I plan to share my questions about my students during in-service 
meetings over the course of the next year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  
I plan to take risks in trying out new methods over the course of the 
next year, even if I make mistakes at first. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. 
I plan to welcome a mentor into my classroom on a regular basis over 
the course next year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. 
I plan to assess my students’ progress over the course of the next 
year. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
PART B: SECTION EIGHT: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
Please tell us your thoughts about the professional development you have received and how you feel 
about utilising what you have learned in the upcoming year utilizing what you have learned in the upcoming year. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
___________ 
 
   THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY. 
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APPENDIX K 
EXIT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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EXIT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
1. Do you plan to continue using ‘Let’s Decode’ or elements of ‘Let’s Decode’ in your future 
teaching?  Why/ Why not? 
 
 
 
2. Has your teaching style changed as a result of using ‘Let’s Decode’? (e.g. Hand signals, more 
explicit language of instruction) 
 
 
 
3. Have you noticed any changes in your students in terms of their literacy? 
 
 
 
4. Has your confidence improved with regards to phonological awareness and teaching it? 
 
 
 
 
5. What are your thoughts on the Professional Development, mentoring and coaching 
provided? 
 
 
6. What has been the biggest change for you as a result of participating in this literacy project? 
 
 
